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Preface 


“There is nothing pure like knowledge here.” - [Srimad Bhagavad Gita, 
ch-4-38 ab].. I found Prof.. Esther Solomon as a personification of these words 
of the Gita. It is very difficult for me to find suitable words to write about Prof. 
Solomon’s scholarship. Her works, namely, Indian Dialectics’, ‘Avidya-A 
problem of Truth and Reality’, ‘Samkhyavrtti’, ‘Samkhyasaptativrtti’, ‘The 
commentaries of the Samkhyakarika—a study* offer a testimony of her sharp 
acumen, deep maturity and strong grip on the subjects that she has dealt with.. 

Before her demise in June 2005, Prof, Solomon had completed translating 
Jayarasi Bhatta’s ‘Tattopaplavasimha’ using the Sanskrit text edited by Pandita 
Sukhalalaji and Sri Rasiklala Parikh published by G O S, in 1940 She had also 
consulted Eli Franco’s revised text. 

It gives me immense pleasure to have the responsibility of final editing 
and introducing this last monumental work of Prof. Solomon on 
‘Tattvopaplavsimha’, a rare piece of work on Indian Skepticism, her 
unforgettable contribution. I have thoroughly enjoyed working on this project 
and have benefited from putting together this valuable translation of this rare 
gem of Indian Philosophy’s plur alistic richness, 

I would like to thank Sri Aviv Divekar, the nephew of late Prof Solomon, 
who gave me all the assistance and encouraged to prepare this manuscipt for 
publication. At the same time I want to thank the scholars, whose books I have 
consulted. In particular, I have benefited from the Sanskrit edition of Pandita 
Sukhalalaji and Sri Rasiklala Parikh, and from the thesis of Prof; Eli Franco 
[Leipzig University, Austria], It must be noted that Prof Solomon has 
mentioned about the different text, particularly the one, reedited by Eli Franco 
At the same time I would like to thank Prof, R. Raj.. Singh [Brock University, 
Canada], Prof Kazuyuki Funatsus [Shinshu university, Japan], and Prof Vijay 

Pandya [Retd. Prof, Gujarat University, Ahmedabad] for encouraging me 
throughout my endeavor. 

Dr.. Shuchita Mehta 

Head, Sanskrit Deptt., 

St, Xavier’s College, Ahmedabad (India) 
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Introduction 

The most perplexing riddle directing a curious mind towards philosophic 
speculations is the world around us Whatever we perceive is not permanent by 
its nature We do experience change that compels us to think about the very 
nature of things. But then a question arises : can the knowledge of Truth be 
obtained? Is it possible to have right knowledge? One could say that 
philosophizing is a process that beings with what is ‘seen’ and ‘experienced’. 
But that does not necessarily mean that philosophizing leads to a definite 
conclusion. It is worth noting that most of the systems of Indian Thought 
portray the journey of their philosophic speculations initiate from the ‘seen’ and 

conclude with the ‘unseen’.From very ancient times it has been the persistent 

endeavor of the human psyche to arrive at some possible conclusion so far as 
the knowledge of ‘Truth’ is concerned otherwise known as Darsana or 
philosophy. At the same time it must be noted that right from Vedic times there 
was a tendency of expressing doubt about the true nature of the world around 
us. The hymns of the first and the tenth Mandates revealed by Visvakarma, 
Paramesthin and DIrghatamas respectively, especially declare the tendency of 
doubting whether Truth can be known or not, It would not be out of place to 
examine these hymns. In 164 th Sukta of the first Mandate, DIrghatamas inquires 
“I ask, unknowing, those who know, the sages, as one all ignorant for sake of 
knowledge, what was that one who in the Unborn’s image hath established and 
fixed firm these world’s six regions 5,1 Here we find the terms indicating the 
tendency of doubting the revelation of knowledge. Further on, the tenth 
Mandala also exhibits the same tendency by applying the term : Niharena 
Pravrtah.. It states, “Ye will not find him, who produced these creatures : 
another thing hath risen up among you. Enwrapt in misty cloud, with lips that 
stammer, hymn chanters wander and are discontended ..” 2 Moving along the 
same track, Sukta 129 of 10 th Mandala shows the specific development of such 

1. Rgveda-1-164-6 Translation cited from 

The Hymns of the Rgveda [ed ] Ralph T H Griffith, Vol-1, The Chowkhamba 

Sanskrit Series, Varanasi-1963. 

2. Rgveda-10-82-7 [Tr ] The Hymns of the Rgveda, vol-2.. 
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a tendency.. Hymns sixth and seventh respectively can be said to have some 
specific development that can lead us towards skepticism * “Who verily knows 
and who can here declare it, whether it was bom and whence comes this 
creation? The Gods are Tater Than thislvorld’sproduction who knows then 
whence it first came into being ?” 1 Moreover, “He, the first origin of this 
creation, whether he formed it all or did not form it, whose eye controls this 
world in highest heaven, he verily knows it, or perhaps he knows not ..” 2 We 


may consider these two hymns as landmarks in the history of Indian 
Skepticism.. Here it would be pertinent to note that as per ‘The New 
Encyclopedia Britannica’, evidence of skeptical thought appears earlier in non 
western philosophy than in the western philosophy, in particular in the 
Upanisads 3 But we say that even earlier than in the Upanisadic era we get 
specific glimpses of skepticism in the above mentioned hymns of the Rgveda. 
Apart from the Vedic hymns we get the skeptic tendency carried on further 
during early Buddhism, While not going in to its details at this juncture, we 
would like to mention that some of the systems of Indian thought certainly find 
difficulty in giving expression to the Truth.. 

In ‘Khafidanakhahdakhadyam’, SrlHarsa has mentioned about the 
Cavaka, Vedanta and Madhyamika thoughts as having the skeptic standpoint 
related to the nature of Truth .. 4 Apart from some stray references we do not 
have any development of Skepticism.. Hence it may be assumed that Indian 
thought lacks the history of Skepticism. To counter this we have Jayarasi 
Bhatta’s Tattvopaplavasimha, a rare and unparallel work depicting the full- 
fledged form of Indian Skepticism. 

* ‘Skepticism, the attitude of doubting the knowledge claims attitude of boubting the 
knowledge ’ The New Encyclopaedia Britannica, vol-10, 15 th edition Encyclopaedia 
Brittanica Inc. 

Also see-Skepticism and Indian Philosophy’, Chatterjee Dipankar, Philosophy East 
and West, vol-2, 1977 . 

1 Rgveda-10-129-6 
2. Rgveda-10-129-6 

3 See Page 862, The New Encyclopaedia Britannica 

4 Khafidanakhahdakhadyam-[ed ] Solomon Esther, see pp-3-4. Gujarat University, 
Ahmedabad, 1990. 
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Tattvopaplavasimha is a unique work in itself that evaluates, criticizes 
and demolishes all the testimonials of valid knowledge emphasized by the 
systems of Indian Thought. Hence the contribution of Jayarasi Bhatta is 
unforgettable. It is indeed unfortunate that not much work has been done in 
the area of Skepticism that is highlighted by Jayarasi Bhatta.. The Source book 
that contains some details about Jayarasi is the Sanskrit edition prepared by 
Pandit Sukhlalji and Shri Rasiklal Parikh. On the basis of their research we can 
summarize some details about the date and native place of Jayarasi 

According to some external and internal evidences, Jayarasi can be said 
to have flourished between 7 th and 8 th century A D .. 1 The most noteworthy point 
about the external evidence is that, Jayarasi view of ‘Tattvopaplava’ and its 
holders are referred to as ‘Tattvopaplavavadins’ by some noteworthy Jain 
Logicians, namely, AnantavTrya and Vidyanandin in the ninth century, AD 2 
This clearly indicates that Jayarasi might have lived before ninth century.. We 
get some helpful link from the internal evidences too The study of the work 
certainly guides us to the date of the author . It would be interesting to note 
that Jayarasi has not mentioned the name of the exponents of the systems that 
he has criticized, except that of Brhaspati., Even Sankara’s name has not been 
mentioned.. This might have encouraged scholars to date him before Sankara, 
or as his contemporary., It can be said that it might not have been a tradition at 
that time to refer to any system of Thought by the name of its ‘Acayas’ or 
exponent. Another sure platform is the number of the testimonials affirmed by 
the orthodox as well as by the heterodox systems of Indian Thought which are 
severely criticized and refuted by Jayarasi.. From this we may say that Jayarasi 
lived during the period when six testimonials were famous and accordingly 
accepted by the respective systems of Thought. This leads one to consider 
Jayarasi to have been lived between 7 th and 8 ,h century, A.,D„ 

Now, as far as the native place of Jayarasi is concerned, from more or less 

1 See Introduction 

Tattvopaplavasimha-[ed ] Pt.. Sukhlalji & R.C Parikh, Oriental Institute, Baroda- 
1940. 

2 Carvaka/Lokayata-[ed ] Chattopadhyaya Debiprasad, Part-3, article by Pt. 
Sukhlalji & R C Parikh 3 rd edition, Indian Council of Philosophical Research-New 
Delhi 2006 
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the same evidence it has been stated that he belonged to South India.. One can 
see that Jain Acaryas, who flourished in the South, namely, Anaritavirya and 
Vidyanandin etc. have criticized Tattvopaplavavada of Jayarasi.. Apart from 
them, we do not get any references related to his view. This leads us to 
consider South India as his native place Another point of inquiry that is very 
commonly carried out by scholars is related to personal information about the 

author of any field of knowledge.Jayarasi was not an exception. Was Jayarasi 

a Jain or a Brahmin? Common sense tells us that he was not a Jain. He has 
refuted the epistemology affirmed by the Jain system and vice versa, which 
confirms him as non Jain. On other hand the term ‘Bhatta’ is traditionally 
associated with Brahimns. Moreover, the reverence rendered to Brhaspati, the 
perceptions of Gods indicates that he might have been a Brahmin . 1 

We can say that it is immaterial whether he was a Jain or a Brahmin, 
What matters is his sharp acumen evident in his work, his revolutionary 
attempt to criticize the testimonials approved by the orthodox as well as the 
heterodox systems of Indian thought, and his boldness to stand alone like a 
lion by refuting them all. 

Let us begin with an analysis of the title Tattvopaplavasimha. We can say 
that the title itself indicates its unique place in the field of revolutionary 
philosophic speculation There are three terms that construct the title namely, 
‘Tattva’, ‘Upaplava’ and ‘Sirhha’.. It implies “The Lion, annihilating or upsetting 
the ‘Tattva’ or Principles,” Here the various systems of Thought with regard to 
‘Tattva’ i,e. matter or the very core of oneself-[the term varies within each 
system of Indian thought,] It would not be out of place of mention that one is 
able to obtain knowledge with the help of various testimonials We perceive the 
world around us as a combination of matter,- earth, water, light and air. These 
we grasp with the help of perception, which is the most applicable means of 
knowledge Inference also helps us to gain knowledge. In short, Perception 
[Pratyaksa], Inference [Anumana], Analogy [Upamana], Verbal testimony 
[Sabda],‘inclusion [Sambhava], and Tradition [Aitihya] etc are various means 
which enable us to gain knowledge. It would not be out of place to mention 
that here only six means have been mentioned which Jayarasi has refuted. Of 


1, ‘Ye yata nahi gocaram suraguroh budhervikapla drdhah’.. 

Tattvopaplavasiriiha-page-125, Orientenal Institute, Baroda-1940, 


course, each system of Indian Thought has approved the validity of these 
means of knowledge according to its own perspective. But a doubt may arise : 
is one able to know reality or ‘tattva’? Gan we grasp reality as it is? Our systems 
of Thought have opined positively as well as negatively. It would not be out of 
place to reiterate that SrIHarsa has noted about the Carvaka, Vedanta and 
Madhyamika systems of thought which have expressed their views rather 
negatively. We must note that the Carvakas hold perception as the only valid 
means of knowledge. But there might be some other branch which has 
condemned even perception as the only valid means of knowledge ** Sankara 
emphasizes Brahman as inexplicable, and the Madhyamika branch of 
Buddhism also opines the same by emphasizing ‘Sunyata’ i.e. voidness. In 
short, a skeptic tendency was already prevalent among some thinkers regarding 
the attainment of true knowledge It is indeed regrettable that we do not have 
the systematic history of the development of such a speculation, 

Tattvopaplavasimha is the only specimen depicting full fledged 
development in this direction, Of course, it is rather very difficult to evaluate it 
either as emphasizing skepticism or vitarida 1 as a part of Dialectics. 

According to its Sanskrit edition, we find Tattvopaplavasimha divided 
into fourteen sections dealing with the annihilation of various testimonials 
affirmed by the various systems of Thought It opens with the statement of 
resolve to compose the Text. It is interesting that Jayarasi considers this task 
rather difficult. As some part of the text is missing we can not state with 
certitude, but it seems that he initiates his thesis by mentioning a very basic 
speculation^ which condemns everything that is beyond the grasp of 
perception Hence there cannot be any fruit of action such as heaven. He 
clarifies the intention behind such a statement that one should follow the 


**• Carvaka./Lokayata-[ed JChattopadhyaya Debiprasad, Page -494 

1 :.'* Ihe Vltafl <Jika [wrangler] does not establish what he himself holds, but only 

keeps on criticizing and condemning the proofs adduced for proving the thesis of 
the other party’ 

Indian Dialectics-Solomon Esther, vol-1, pp-112-113, B.J.. Institute of Learning and 
Research, Gujarat Vidyasabha, Ahmedabad, 1976. 

I 2, Tattvopaplavasimha eso visamo nunam maya.’Page-1, TPS 

1 3 P ? thiv yadmi tattvani loke prasiddhani, tanyapi vicarymanani na vyavatisthante kim 

I punaranyani ? Page-1 T P S. 
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common practice, because the simple and learned are similar. 

i- nf resolve he mentions about the view of Brhaspati, 

After- the 5tatementofl? s _? _J ' — — : , b perception. Jayarasi 

who holds the validity of four elemen J ^ ^ Une he refutes the 

confirms that he has refuted thwt °™g g Eventually he 

characteristic of by the same 

condemns S“ US1 , J h has dealt with the other systems namely Buddhist 
system. In other cha P te !, respective ly by criticizing and refuting then stand 

self, i.e.. aman , as a P J becomes very cleat that Jayarasi 

Vedanta systems respective^ m with rega rd to the self It must 

approves the s P e ““ 0 presented by Jayarasi not only proves him as a 

- f • who has appl “ eack “ 

in the context of the particular system of thought. 

While dealing with ‘Arthapatti, Jayarasi has mentioned to sbctypes 

, Darsanarthapatti 2. Anumanapurvika 3. Abhavapuivuta h 
namely, _ 1 ; _ D f “JLJL, arvM and 6 Upamanapurvika, criticizing their 

Ag ,^ PU Afer that he negated Upamana approved by the Nyaya system along 

Sabda pramana eventually refuting the view of grammarians 

With this he has made the clarion call declaring the annihilation of all the 
‘Tattvas’ i e. principles, which emphasizes the desapproval of all the prac 

dealings i.e. ‘Vyavahara’. 1 

„ js obvious shut Jayarasi initiate hi, thesis by mention,n S about 

T^^i^Ttanves, avicaritaramaniyah ,„= vyav^f 

iti ’ 
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system commonly approved by the people We may say that this way he begins 
with the refutation of a very basic means of knowledge applied by all, whether 
foolish or scholarly 1 And he ends it up by condemning ‘Sabda’ testimonial, 
which is not the subject of perception but of faith. That means he negates gross 
as well as subtle means of knowledge.. And condemning them both establishes 
his thesis that nothing can be grasped or known,. 

It is interesting to note that Jayarasi begins and ends up with references 
to Brhaspati which can lead one to consider him as a follower of the Cavaka 
system of thought. But at the same time it can be said that as Jayarasi has 
condemned even perception as the valid means of knowledge, and while 
concluding his work has announced his speculation moving even a step ahead 
of Brhaspati by negating every ‘Tattva’, as being grasped by means of 
knowledge, he differs from Brhaspati. It is difficult to state that either he was a 
skeptic, refuting every means of knowledge or a holder of that branch of the 
Carvaka thought, which negates even a perception as a valid means of 
knowledge! 

We may say that perhaps Jayarasi occupies a unique place in the history 
of Indian Skepticism.. Very critically refuting every means of valid knowledge 
he announces very boldly that no verbal expressions can grasp the ‘Tattva’.. 
They appear to be valid, as long as they are not investigated. He rightly praises 
himself by making a clarion call of surpassing even the intellect of the 
preceptor of God 2 . Jayarasi’s unparallel dialectical and critical method indeed 
proves him as a lion upsetting the ‘Tattvas’ i.e. principles,, 

Dr„ Shuchita Mehta 

Head, Sanskrit Department, 

St. Xavier’s college, 

Ahmedabad, India. 

15/6/2010. 


1 ‘Loka vyavaharam piati sadisau balapanditau.’ Page-1, T P S, 

2 *.Bhattasiijayarasidevaguiubhih srsto maharthodayah, Tattvopaplavsimha esa iti 

yah khyatim param yasyati. || Page 125, I P S 
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Tattavopaplavasimha 

(Lion in the form of the upsetting of Principles of Sri Jayarasi Bhatta) 

[ 1. Statement of the resolve to compose the text. ] 

-;.. This difficult 1 Tattvopaplavasiriiha (Lion in the form of the 

upsetting of an principle s) is verily being composed by me, 2 

Folio la of the Patan manusript is broken at both ends, much of the text is lost. 
@ Pt Sukhlaji conjectures 

# Manusript has 3TRTFT Pt Sukhlalji conjectures ipP? would not 3trfR^ be 
better. 

x. Pt. Sukhlalji 3?[ft] 

1 There is a pun on the word ‘visama’ This text is difficult and the lion ‘fierce’. 

2 If the text is and not just it could mean that the lion in the form 

of this text is let loose by one to annihilate every thing. 
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isss^csi^ss^ -—r pmai " “ “■ 

cerned, the simple and the learned are similar. And so on. 

r 2 Even the Statement of Brhaspati regarding the group of 
four principles is meant to upset the principles. ]. 

[Objection] If the principles are to be upset why [all this effort 
(ayasa)on the pait of Brhaspati] ? 

“Now, therefore we shall expand the ultimate principle”“Tlhe prmcipks 
are earth-water, fire, air, the namebody, senseorgan or body rs given to them 
Lpr^tinn” and so forth (Rejoinder)-No this has another purpose. What 

to reflect (the final position). What is it that rs 

reflected here ? 3 The principles earth, etc, are well known m the: woir (■ ■ 
popularly accepted); even they do not stand (i.e. they fail to be esta ) 
when scrutinised, then what to say of others. 


3TO cRti c#t ^ Tlfcl ? cljaitl - TTR 

rPTt; [^T^] 

UE(c(frc: UptRl; rKIrhft ^ 


Z[cRS[HR, ^ 

.. Wi I m..* ^ ^ 

% oe^r: i 


1 If there is no fruit of action, there is no enjoyer or the like also Even then we 
cany on our worldly dealings on the basis of the commenly accepted notions 
of action, fruit, enjoyer, etc. We submit to empirical behaviour and this is 
sanctioned by the wise Does Jayarasi refer here to Brhaspati to whose scho 
he belongs, or is at a generally accepted statement ? . 

9 Can we say that in the broken folio there was originally a mangala sloka m the 
uaditional manner paying homage to guru Brhaspati and prayingto the high¬ 
est nmpose viz moksa ? But this would be doing injustice to Jayarasi, for 

he wants is to live an easygoing healthy life free from^XossMe^saX^ 
which leads nowhere-of course after having carried on all possible scrutiny . 

3 The reflection through far removed from the original gives us a " ld ^ a of “ e 
latter’s nature Even so, the sutras of Brhaspati by expounding the four prin¬ 
ciples reflect or suggest the final position of tattvopaplava Or does it mean 
that Brhaspati is only reflecting the popular opinion. 

x, 8 aksaras missing, Sukhlalji conjectures WR 

2 aksaras missing 

@. 3 aksaras missing 

# M. has rupastivyavaharo. 
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Now, how is it that they do not exist ? We explain - The system of 
sources of valid knowledge is based on correct definitions, and the position of 
knowables is dependent on the sources of valid knowledge In the absence of 
that (i.e. of a correct definition), how can they (i.e.. sources of valid knowledge 
and knowables) by themselves be themselves be taken as object of correct 
expression and practical behaviour (vyavahara) 1 2 .. (Objection-) Even without 
this (correct definition) we resort to usages (Reply -), Then we might as well 
resort to usages to the effect “The soul has colour”, “Jar, etc, have pleasure” 
- (Which are both absurd propositions).. 

[ 3 .ycrrgTtttgrwRj TtfraTT i] 

*31. 





ttV] ffcT cipmH,” 



+ltU|HH£Kdl ^ W 

fcIfj-l-rHlSWEt: I ITT fcTf cTPT 


f, ■srrtrrftcic^H, 

c^T 3P5qf^q|f<ccm, 


tell Wt I ht^d'ldtmd 

HlPd-hQ 



[ 2. Critique of the Nyaya definition of Perception] 

2 [Now,... 


1 Vyavahara has a two-fold sense to convey - the practical dealings or 
behaviour, and the verbal expression describing things and situations 

* 6 aksaras missing Could the reading have been 1% WSSRTR ? 

# 9 aksaras missing M has Cavyabhica ? 

Sukhlalji - could the reading have been Wei 1R ? 

2 The opponent wants to know how definitions, especially definitions given by 
great logicians and thinkers can be proved to be faulty as a result of which the 
system of pramanas (Sources of knowledge) and prameyas (knowables) topples 
down.. Hence the forth coming series of critiques elaborated by the author , 
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It (perception) is defined as “Perception is that knowledge which arises 
from the contact of a sense or gan with the (i..e. its) object, which is not express¬ 
ive, (by words), which is non-er roneous (avy abhicari) 1 and which is well- 
determined” [Nyaya-Sutra 1.1.4] 

[1. Repudiation of the term non-erroneous on the basis of four 
dialectial arguments, viz ‘brought about by the conglomerate 
of unvitiated ‘causal factors’, etc.] 

Is it non-erroneous on account of its being brought about by the con¬ 
glomerate unvitiated causal factors or because it is not saluted, or because of 
its success in activity (i e., because it gives rise to successful activity) or on 
account of some other reason ? 


If the non-erroneousness is due to its [i.e of the knowledge in question] 
being brought about by the conglomerate of unvitiated causal factors by what 
is this unvitiated state of the causes known ? Not by perception, for the well¬ 
being of vision and the like cannot be an object of sense-perception. Nor even 
by inference for no other mark of inference (probans, linga) is known [Objec¬ 
tion-] why, this very knowledge is the mark of inference, arising from (i e. 
causal canglomerate) in question it enables (us) to known its particularity (ie. 
the fact of its being unvitiated) (Reply) If this be so, we would be landed into 
the fallacy of mutual dependence(itaretarasraya) and this unanswerable (also 
what cannot be got over-duruttara). Moreover in as much as the sense organs 
are the substrata of good qualities and faults, the knowledge arising out of 
them cannot but be suspected of being faulty, just as (there is suspicion) in the 
case of verbal congestion brought about by the operation of a man (-which 
cognition is liable to error) 2 



ofTfcTcfr 2b]'3TTT3T uP-d£i: I 1% 











1, ‘Avyabhicarin’ means agreeing thoroughly with the object not divergent from 
it, but corresponding to it not failing in point to point agreement with it. 

2. The idea is that an information conveyed by the words uttered be a person who 
may behaving good qualities as also some draw backs can be either true or 
false, So also the knowledge brought about by a sense-organ. 
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cfrqifa-cci I H "tldJcjdl WsfcTF I 

f% 3A] ? craft 

.@ diWrs-cq* pRjcftrr: i ■qcRj \ 


hIcm ^ 



W&n: I [M 3b] 


^1 . 

i: sm:” ua) i 


If the non-erroneousness is said to be known from the fact of no contradic¬ 
tion arising, we suspect whether the non-emer gence of situation in the case of 
this knowledge is due to the fact that it is true congnition, or because there is 
some deficiency in the (complex of) causal factor s likely to bring about the sub¬ 
letting knowledge There are actually seen cases of the non-emergence of subla- 
tion because of some deficiency in the factors likely to bring about the sublating 
knowledge (for example;) sublation does not come about when there is the 

(erroneous)knowledge of water in respect of a mass of rays at a distance (.in 

respects of mirage); but there is sublation when the cogniser is somewhere near 
(the mass of rays in question) and when the required conglomerate of causal 
factor is available And even when the sublation does come about, it may do so 
after an interval of a year or so, or at times owing to some deficiency in the 
required causal factors it be may not come about at all, But just this much is no 
justification for the cognition in question being treated as true,, 


# M, - 

x.. M. - 

@ 12 aksaras missing. 

★ 16 aksaras missing "H-is conjectured by sukhlalji 

$• M - cfg^TT, Eli Franco - 

— M - "3% Eli Franco — 
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Moreover, absence of sublation itself indicates the existence of sub- 
lation, since there is knowledge of its existence because of its being 
known. 1 

Moreover, is this absence of sublation with respect to all men or with 
respect to the cogniser concerned ? If it be with respect to all men... even 

its absence.should be known by all others and all would be omniscient 2 

(Objection) Let all be omniscient, what wrong is there ? (Rejoinder -) 
There would be the contingency of no one whatsoever being possibly 
called ‘non-omniscient’., 

If the non-emergence of sublation is with respect to the cogniser con¬ 
cerned - (that is to say) the cognition in question is non-erroneons because 
no sublating congnition arises for the cogniser concerned (then) it is not 
proper, for we do come across even such cases of erroneous congnition of 
gem, mirage, etc where no sublating congintion of all arises for the cog¬ 
nition concerned owning to his death, leaving for another place, or some¬ 
thing of this kind, On the erroneous cognition is produced as such only as 
account of the nature of its originating cause penetrating into it so as to 
abstract the rise of the suablating no question proves to be a case of the 
type under consideration (i.e. a case where no sublation arises with respect 
to the cogniser concerned) - just like the cases of true cognition by the 

1 Can, this be explained as follows-Absence of sublation can be known only 
when we are familiar with cases where sublation has been detected and hence 
only can we know when sublation is not there So the existence of one should 
be able to establish the existence of the others Hence there is no reason to say 
that sublation is not there A Positive entity can be present or absent, so abhava 
implies its existence The very fact that we speak of the absence of sublation or 
contradiction implies that sublation is a reality and we at once suspect that it 
could be present here 

2, If absence of sublation means that no one in the world should ever experience 
sublation in respect of the cognition in question, then to know this one would 
have a omniscient as there are infinite men and it is not normally possible to 
know that no sublation has arisen in their case Similarly all people should be 
able to know the absence of sublation in the case of all others . Thus all would 
be omniscient. 



:.5@| 



opponent 1 . This being say what is said viz, 

“Where the instrument is vitiated and where there is the apprehension 
that it is false, that cognition alone is incorrect”,, (Sabara-Bhasya, 1.1..5)- 

This very statement is incorrect. 

3721 3ToqfiH|(<di ^ 

ftf WnT3R: I 

fpF^T 37oqfiHlfhli WTfcT I 

^ ‘3Tfer’ ftcf ^1 ? arsiTcTOH, WTW^lcf ffd 

37oqfi)-c||pdl | fft cTcftftildR'fc [M 4a] 

37T#f^ d^fdftft [ft] x TTW, ? 

craft T'ft'HId'lm*4i; dd^rfeHj ift^-lldl3T^WR ft * 

3721 d^ldftft^^PTl, crfl 'JtTHi: 

ddtqftd^i I 3T?1 1 TPlftcT TFWFT ^ 

1 At times the causes of erroneous cognition are by nature such that the detec¬ 
tion of error proves to be extremely difficult-even impossible. For example one 
utters an untruth and keep up the show in such a manner that he is never 
found out, the truth is never detected Or the mind is from the outset biassed 
in such a way as not allow the truth to dawn on it, as in the case of the several 
isms where one party does not even try to think in terms of the view of the 
other Or counterfeit coins are made so carefully and clerverly that they are 
never detected as such In all these cases, there is the non-apperance of con¬ 
tradiction (as in the case of what is recognised as ture cognition by most of the 
logicians) and yet the cognition concerned is not true Hence the criterion laid 
down in the Sabara-Bhasya does not yield the desired result. 

The person may see the rays of a gem coming out of the chink of a door and 
mistake them for the gem, but does not find an oppotunity to verify as he goes 
elsewhere. Does the case of death refer to an instance, where a person seeing 
the rays emitting from the gem on the head of a Sesanaga mistakes them for 
the gem and going to take it is bitten by the Sesa-naga and so there is no 
sublation of the cognition concerned ? 

X.. Ms — 
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cfR d^cq[ii-cj|Ra RR S41 h^iRi R^ 'SRfRrilR 




R cRfRRlft RRtfcf 


I R ^ 



If you determine its non-erroneousness on the basis of success in activity, 
(we say :), Success in activity signifies relation with fruit and the fruit may be 
garland, sandal wood, woman, water etc; as the true fruit can be achieved in 
respect of these they are secondarily called fruit! Success in activity means their 
coming into contact with the body (or coming into contact with their body) 
Activity is bodily operation (Lit,, operation having body for its substratum); its 
success makes us apprehend the non-erroneousness (of the cognition which 
motivates the activity),, Now, is this success known or not (That is to say, Does 
success in activity acquaint us with the non-erroneousness of knowledge, itself 
being known or unknown ?) if it is not known, how do you know it as ‘existant’ 
(i e. know its existence) ? ? If it is known, how do you know that its knowledge 
is non-erroneous ? So the line of argument stated above should be followed, 


[It may be argued-] The non-erroneousness of the cognition of water 
generated earlier is proved by one’s finding (or obtaining) the water (Rejoin¬ 
der-) is it (proved) by one’s obtaing the water that appeared (that was appre¬ 
hended), or by obtaining water of the same, genus or by obtaining water which 
is decended from it (i e, from the series of the water that was apprehended) ? 
If it is urged that it is proved by obtaining the water that appeared (-that was 
apprehended), it is not proper., It is not justifiable (to say) that the water that 
appeared (-that was apprehended) continues to exist there for there appeared 
is the possibility of its passing away according to the law of movement of parts, 
which results from the whirling of fishes and the splashing of buffaloes , 1 


If it is (said to be) proved non-erroneous by obtaining water of the same 
genus (the rejoinder is that - ) in that case when in spite of a false cognition 
having arisen, men (acting on it) at times obtain water, even that would be an 
instance of true cognition 2 It may be urged that false cognition does not make 


1 The Nyaya-Vaiesika holds that if there is any disturbance in the arrangement 
of parts, the whole made up of these parts perishes and a new one comes into 
existence 

2. This is according to the kakataliya nyaya - the crow sits on the tree and by 
chance a fruit of the tree falls This popular maxim denotes an unexpected and 
accidental occurrence, welcome or unwelcone.. No relation can be established 
on the basis of accidental occurrence,, 
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us obtain the water connected with the same place and time, whereas true 
cognition makes us obtain the water connected with the same place and time 
and so is non-erroneous (Rejoinder-) What does not make us obtain it erro¬ 
neous, then (i.e . if we accept this position) the cognition of (lit, generated by) 
objects about to perish and the apprehension of the moon, the sun, the planets, 
the constellations, the stars, etc would come to be erroneous ,, 1 Besides, there 
cannot possibly be the fact of its making us obtain the water connected with 
the same place and time, for there is the possibility of place 2 perishing like 
water 


^ ^ ^ R^RRtsfRT I R RR RT B^oqRt 

fRRTSfRRT *%fcT ? 

hiqlr^cqqRRcfT; RRT W RTRT RHT^R cRRT RRTcRt 
RR^i^ciihRi: I tT RTRIcJ-rPrCM 5a]RRfRl RT I 

m 3T?lfRR^ RT cRPfRTRTTT, 3T}RdlR>KI RT ? cfUft oRT<| 
RTRFR TF'HcR oRTRilRRR'qTRcRTR dlilliddH t 


r; clfcR>^ 


r, fm } 


f: cftcfccc) R 


T; R RR7T: 


3TR 


? craft 


sm W[M, 


R RcfrS’JRRt | 


ftra: rrrtr: 


1 Because in * he former case the object would have perished before one reaches 
it; and in the latter, it would be impossible to reach the object Samvedana is 
one of the synonyma of jnana. (Cf, kamalasila’s Panjika, p,5(63,ll)„ 

2. It is not possible to reach the object conditioned by that particular place and 
time. Place (i.e. the earthly locus - not the ‘dik’ of the Nyaya-Vaisesika 
Philosphers which is by definition imperishable - for is liable to destruction The 
time of cognition and that of actual finding are obviously not the same 

$ M - RRTjfq 

x M - 3TRTRRT 
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[Incidental Refutation of Universal or Genus (jati)] 

And there is no possibility of there being (any thing like) genus(jati). 
How is that ? We explain,. Is it (i. e the genus water) non-different or different 
one bFbbtlTdiffererit and non-different from the water individuals 7 1 

If it is established as identical (with water individuals) then it stands to 
reason that because they (i .e water-individuals) are many (and genus is iden¬ 
tical with them) it also should be many And if it were one, there would be the 
contingency of all (water individuals) being one. And if they are one, there 
could be the state of their having no generality, universally, or there would be 
the reversal of identity 

Now, if the genus is another thing (i.e.. is something different from the 
individuals concerned), is it exclusive in character, or is it persistent in charac¬ 
ter ? If it is exclusive in character , it cannot be of the nature of generality for 
in that case it will have a nature that is just exclusive-like water [i e like the 
water individuals] etc. 

If it is persistent in character does it persist in its own body, or in the 
nature of something else ? If it is said to persist in its own body, that is not 
proper, for a thing cannot persist in itself, 

If it is said to persist in the body of something else; What is this persis¬ 
tence in the body of something else ? Is this its identity with that (something 
else) or its inherence (samavaya) in it ? If that be identity, there would arise 
the contingency between a genus and what possesses a genus (i.e. individual) 

If the persistence of a genus means the inherence (Samavaya) in the 
body of something else, that is not proper, for inherence is something different 
from a genus, [and] we have started an inquiry into the persistent character of 
a genus, not of something else.. 2 _ . 

1,. Here Jayarasi, While presenting the alternatives has in his mind the views of the 
Samkhyas who regard jati and individual as non-different that of the Nyaya- 
Vaisesikas and Prabhakara who regarded them as different and of the Jainas 
and Mimamsakas who regarded them as both different and non-different,. 

2 If the persistance of a genus in something else means the samavaya (inherence) 
of this genus in that thing, and if samavaya, is something different from a 
genus, the persistance of a genus turns out to be something that is different 
from this genus. And so Jayarasi remarks, we want to understand the persis¬ 
tence which characterises a genus not the alleyed persistence which is some¬ 
thing different from this genus. 
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3T2T ffcT WPTR:, 

OTP?: cff ? I 

^ ^ %[M, 6^]^^ 

3W WT^Tci:, ddT ^%3fq x I 

&W SRldlfel, UcdWfad'W RaR I 


STcTrTIdTd:, cf^T 'Sdfeft' 

3JdTdTdTdt -%fcT 
ltd ^ i 


ddlfq feip ^cKTdR: WTdldr 


(To come to our point again -).. If the non-erioneousness of the cognition 
of water that has previously arisen is (said to be) established demonstrated by 
finding an object that is of the same genus as water then the genus Vater’ can 
possibly exist in cow, etc 1 , also and the cognition of water would be non- 
erxoneous (i.e.. would be proved as such) [even] by the obtaing (finding) of 
cow, etc., 


Now, if it is urged that there is non-existence (absence) of water-genus 
(waterness) in cow, etc (we ask:).. Is this mutual non-existence, or prior non¬ 
existence, or posterior non-existence or is it absolute non-existence ? If it is 
mutual non-existence (itaretarabhava) there would be the contingency of 
waterness being (equally) non-existent in water, etc also for waterness is not 


@. M and Sukhlalji — 

X. M — 

#.. M and Sukhlalji - 

=.. M and Sukhlalji omit —■‘5IPT*Pr: 

~. M - 

1 The Naiyayikas regard jati as Vyapaka (all-pervading) and so the genus water 
would be found in cow, etc,, also - So thinks the Upaplavakara. 
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of the form of water and water is not of the watemess.. 1 

If it be prior non-existence (pragabhava) then there would arise the 
contingency of the non-existence of waterness in water also. 2 

It is posterior non-existence (pradhvamsabhava) then there would arise 
the contingency of (its) non-existence even in water. If you say that it exists 
elsewhere, (we reply :).. You cannot logically entertain the possibility that a 
thing which has perished in one place exists elsewhere,. 

If it is absolute non-existence (atyantabhava) 3 , then there is the contin¬ 
gency of its non-existence even in water.. 

If it is urged that there is non-existence of waterness in cow, etc On 
account of the non-existence of a relation then (we say that) even then it will 
have to be shown as before,. Whether the non-existence in question in question 
is mutual non-existence, or prior non-existence or posterior non-existence or 
absolute non-existence. If it is said that there is non-existence of watemess in 
cow, etc on account of the non-existence of another causal factor (nimitta) 
then the position is the same here also. 4 

deleft ? ^chl+KcM, fef, o^xE), cT^T 

cfcTl I 

3T|cTRfFlf^rar: cilqaic*ic^<^qR*fdI[M 7a] olT ? d^jR 

1.. According to the Naiyayika, universal or genus, and individual are distinct 
entities, as there is mutual non-existence on mutual negation between water 
and waterness, as there is between cow and waterness 
2 It it is urged that waterness is non-existent in the cow before that cow is 
generated, that would be true of water also, waterness is eternal and comes 
into relation with water only after water is produced. 

3. The Naiyayika argues that waterness is certainly all pervasive but it is related 
to water alone by Samavaya (inherence), whereas this relation is not there 
between waterness and cow. 

4 Here also no other causal or instrumental factor can account for the existence 
of watemess in water 


TTfcT ^Pclckta ^ I 

cqiqtid; 3RT qioltf PMci t^TCflRT: I dridf, 

^ ^cbl-cq d I ^^qrm dT Tdld ! 

dTHTcf '^ TJ T Icf^tRTcHHl d Wcdl[M 7b]fddT odTcTTf'^, 

I dTdTcf 'IlHIcriViMpri: I ddJTdtfl 

did drqpddfer i 

And, the plurality of water-individuals cannot possibly be justified, water 
is distinguished from what is the shape (character, akara) of non-water by its 
having the shape of water but is it distinguished from what is of the shape of 
water ? Is it distinguished by reason of its having the shape of water or by 
reason of having another shape ? If it be distinguished by reason of its having 
the shape of water then the other water-individuals would come to have the 
shape of non-water, like earth (rasa) 1 etc If it is distinguished from what is of 
the shape of water by reason of having the shape of non-water then there 
arises the contingncy of it itself being non-water, like fire, etc.. 

If it is urged that even when two things are non-different in as much as 
both possess the shape of water, they can be different insofaras there is the 
imagination (or possibility) of a different subvariety of the shape, (the rejoin¬ 
der is :) True, but is this subvariety of the shape established as identical water 
or as something different from it ? If it is something identical then it come to 
this that) one water-individual is different from the other water-individuals by 
reason of its having the shape of water In that case, the other water-individuals 
turn out to be of the form of non-water (And thus) the same difficulty (fault) 
arises as was stated earlier , 

If it be something different, then it (i. e the first water-individual) turns out 
to be non-water like earth, etc If it is said that it (i„e„ a water individual) is 
distingnished from what is of the shape of non-water on account of waterness 
(Serving) as the distinguishing factor 2 (or because of absence of water in the 

1 Rasa -Earth The term ‘rasadeh’ can be interpreted as ‘taste, etc ..’ also But earth 
being a subtance (dravya) like water is a good contrast to it Again, furhter on 
we have a reference to dahana, fire, another dravya 

2 Udakatva-Vyavrttya, i e the distinction affected by the water-genus or - 
udakatvasya vyavrttya, i e. because water genus is absent in non-water .. 
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latter), then may the learned men listen to this childish prattle .. 1 If water is distin¬ 
guished from non-water on account of waterness serving as the distinguishing 
factor [- or on accounts of the absence of waterness (in the latter)] how will 
waterness be distinguished from water and from non-water ? There is no other - 
genus to serve as the distinguishing factor And if it is recognised, there would be 
the continuity of undesired attacks (over-powering).. (That is to say the process 
would go on infinition).. Therefore; things are distinguished fr om each other by 
their own form and not through the instrumentality of genus, etc; for (on the 
latter hypothesis) ther e would be the contingency of the genus, etc, themselves 
not being distinguished Hence it comes to this that the plurality of water-indi¬ 
viduals cannot be accounted for, there is no genus called ‘waterness’ just as there 
is no genus called ‘oneselfness ’ 2 

faisfa H fasti fa&m I Ttfa Wf I 

- fawmmmmti fafa 8 a] 

mu m: ^qpq i 3 m 

^cMKRPd cTM fatti 

^ ? cl^^qT^-, T$&ti PiRcdH.! ^ feg crfl chKch^H, 

I ^ fam I rfcMPd^: I 3W 

<hK^5fq ^ wFp 3# mm wfati ^mfamti: i 

For this reason also (we find) that a genus does not exist. Being eternal it 
cannot produce knowledge (about itself). How is this only ? We explain - what¬ 
ever be its nature, viz-being a genus being of the form of a potency, being of the 
form of a possessor of potency in the state when it produces, knowledge must 
have been the same in the state when it did not produce knowledge, for this its 

1 or “May you listen to the childish prattle of the learned man ” 

2 There is only one being which is oneself. So there is no question of there being 
the genus (one selfness : similarly if plurality of water individuals cannot be 
accounted for, there would be no genus called ‘waterness’.. 

x, M — 

@ . M — ^ czpjSKt 
#.. M omits ^ 

°wrfcT 


nature stands in no need of the causal factors , 1 Hence there is the contingency of 
its producing the effect [viz.. Knowledge of even before (this knowledge was 
produced, but this is not ture, )] Or if it did not produce (knowledge formerly 
then it should not do so even now if you accept the alternative that) a genus 
produces the effect (viz. knowledge) with the help of another causal factor ., (we 
ask:) Does this other causal factor generate its causality (i. e causal capacity) or 
make it known ? If you say that the causality in question is gener ated, then (ver¬ 
ily) [its] eternity is well-placed (unshaken ), 2 If you urge that it is made known, 
then its causality is an accomplished fact, for in this case the other causal factor 
has (only) revealed. Something that existed even in its absence (Objection) 
What harm is in it the causality of a genus is present there (all the time) ? (Re¬ 
joinder) There would be the contingency of the (Perpetually) gener ation of the 
offer s (viz it’s knowledge) And if you argue that it may not gener ate the effect 
even though it is possessed of the causality, then very powerful must be the royal 
ordinance of the beast of a Naiyayikas ! 3 

jtisfa Trfer srfer - ‘mti: 

wvm!, 4 wf mwm!, ^ ‘3T^ cnfN 

TfrTWl I Sffer ffai fazlti 

^iTaq^q^Hcn I c* 4[M 9a]cfTC% 

? d^Pq PiPHtl^R dcHl^rl, cRT T WPTR 

PiPhtiPh^^HI^ IFTlRT^TT, 3TR MR I 3R '<$ 4 dlM^H ^wti, cT^RpI 

^15^^ fazti mm ^#rPbmqfr^d4Pcidi4 i ^ i mfa mvfa, 

rn^ti 37^5 ^ Ml^chiPq^ ~ ^ Trqf TMchrtH , mm:, 

aCHI’dqvUeidl5^ 3MI 3#T ffil fq^iqjqiqpH [M 9b] I 3T^lfr mm 

^RsiRlRfd R, ^ TI^ 

4Rm]; zfam ^ ■- cpf 

1 what is eternal is anupakary, that is to say near to be helped by others and so 
no change can be brought about in it by the latter.. Hence there will be a 
perpetual knowledge of genus (samanya) or no knowledge of it at all, 

2 Jati or samanya would not be eternal for the additional factor would bring 
about a change in its nature. 

3.. That a thing should by its nature have the power to generate and yet not 
generate is an impossibility, 

X. M - ^ 
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For this reason also, a genus does not exist, viz-due to the absence of means 
of pro'of justifyiHgits existence. (Objection)'why, there is a means of proof; (to 
wit), knowledge apprehend. ‘Similarity of these two, (gameness of form of these, 
‘this is similar to that which makes me cognisant of the existence of a genus, can¬ 
not be accounted. For in the case of one to whom genus is not known. But this 
knowledge is there, uncontradicted and establishing the reality of a genus (jati).. 


(Rejoinder) This is not proper (Let us examine -) is such a knowledge 
generated by a genus in its capacity as an instrumentation cause or in its capac¬ 
ity as the object ? If it is generated in its capacity the existence of a genus for 
an instrumental cause not of the form of a genus is adequate to produce the 
concer ned knowledge of generality and there is no need to posit the existence 
of a genus. If it is said that it produces (the knowledge of genus) in its capacity 
as the object, (then) that (also) is wrong. A genus never appears in knowledge 
in the case of those whose minds are not perverted by rogues .. 1 (Objection-) 
Similarity does appear.. (Rejoinder) True, it appears, it is not denied, but (it 
appears) being of the nature of substance quality, action in the differences 
(particular cases)- viz, ‘their being cooks’, ‘they are cooks’, ‘he is similar to that 
cook’, ‘he is similar to that one’- this should be seen in the case of particulars 
also 2 If it is urged that here also genus can be posited, the reply is No, because 
the sutra would be set at nought - “Because there is absence of universal and 
particulars in universal and particulars, there is knowledge from them only” 
(Vai- 8.1.5).. And there is infinite regress - If genus is posited in particulars 
there would be doubt, there being doubt, another particular would have to be 
posited, (and) again genus, thus an infinite scene series, so enough of this 
obsession of changing to non-existent things.. 


m 

^fcr[M 10a]l 3 




@.. M - 

1 Lit. ‘Whose knowledge or consciousness is not perverted by rogues ? 

2 „ I fail to understand how these are regarded as visesas (particulars).. Jayarasi 
rightly says they are of the nature of substance, quality, action The Vaisesika 
concept of visesa is quite different. It is present in eternal things-atoms and the 
like 
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If this is how you propound a genus as both different and non-different 
(from the concerned individuals) - It is known to have a shape different from 
that of the individuals (concerned), hence it is a different object; but it is never 
known to have a different spatial location, hence it is non-different -(our 
rejoinder is :) This is a grand statement. Things are not different on account of 
a difference in spacial location alone but things became different only as a 
result of difference in shape. That there is no difference as regards shape 
(between a genus and the concerned individuals has just been said (notified)).. 

[ ?. uiMiiiw P+'jlhh i ] 

RRFW ■strfrr I -T ftfSTct I WIRI % 

i wrU wfi: ®n^%: Hldifodj ara 

3<3'rctei[M, 10b]*WR: RRRP crff, W tow:, ftcWT 

on ? 

[3 Incidental Refutation of inherence.] 

It is said that a genus resides in individuals by virtue of the relation of 
inherence (Samavaya).. But this (inherence) does not exist, For (we ask :) is 
inherence of the one nature of exclusion alone, or is it of the nature of persis ¬ 
tence alone If it is of the nature of exclusion alone, then whose inherence 
could it be, for it would be excluded from all, like blue etc., 

If it is of the nature of persistence alone, then it is genus (Samanya), not 
inherence (Samavaya) for many things 1 like cowness, etc. And (inherence does 
not exist because there is no means of proof to justify its existence [Objection] 
why, it can be determined by perceptual cognition, (Rejoinder) This is not 
correct.. Is it determined by the cognition of relation, or by the cognition of 

M - WTR'A 
M - 

1 This is the Nyaya-Vaisesika definition of Samanya See Prasastapada Bhasya on 
Samanya 
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being here, or by the cognition of inherence ., 1 

i ■^5'?? tf^i: ? t% 

i.i^[Miia]M4 m, w<f% 

eft ? rraft TF^T TF*F$:, I 

3W ^l^cl cT^T Ni'Jllrqi^: TF5F$c^ ‘5RF q T^ I 3T«? TF^ Tsj^^d-lI<ef,^ 

3-©q^, rf^f cfr^Ffi^rft tf®f$^ to^: i sft TF3^5f*?fcffcT^, 

cT^T TFSp^TW^TT^: I F I= ®F^<T^ft: 

fck^M ^F^T^TcTT FM I 3}2J TF^TTTO: ^FlfrTHfcsrer^ I 

3WFcKJ|fu|<hlqbK^t ’gwr •? TO ^ n Stg^ CTiW | 


We explain — Now if it is determined by the cognition of relation, what 
is this relation ? Is it relation connected to the universal relation, or is it 
something produced by many material causes, or something resting on many 
(substrate), or a particular cognition of relation or of the shape of relation. 
Now, if your relation is something connected with the universal relation that 
cannot be justified to reason; there would be the contingency of samavaya not 
being a relation . 2 If relation is something produced by many material causes, 
then there would be the contingency of poet, etc, also being ‘relation’. If rela¬ 
tion is something resting on many (Substrate) then the jar universal etc. would 
come to be relation,. If your relation is said to be something that produces the 
cognition of relation then there is the contingency of eye etc also being rela- 
ti°n If relation is said to b e something that is determined by the cognition of 


1 The sentence ends at *wqNc$«a<ii (it is explained, we explain) should 

from another sentence, see Nyayakumudacandra, P 300-'d£Md4l5^fr 

mm i 

X M - TFF9 
?T. M - 


=.. Ei Franco suggests WIBTFI, but this is not necessary 
—M - Mefrcqo 

2, If inherence is said to be connected with a universal, an infinite regress would 
follow, as inherence would have to be accepted as connected with the universal 
by another inherence, which would have to be connected with the universal 
also by another inherence and so on, Besides, there is only one all-pervading 
inherence and no group of inherences, Which could have a universal 
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relation, then on the explanation of the word ‘relation’, there would be the 
contingency of relationship even in the case of kauleyaka (dog) karin (el¬ 
ephant), kumara (boy), etc also . 1 If relation and another are the objects of one 
cognition, then the other one would come to have the form of relation. If 
relation has the shape of realtion then there is the contingency of its non¬ 
difference from conjunction (samyoga) ,. And we have already shown the fault 
that a sub-class cannot serve as a distinguishing factor,. 


Fcf, WIT 
12a]’ ^ wm 


3Tf?r^F^T^ I 37«f 
i ‘3 ft crj:’; 


m sFffiFfr 11 - 




^ i f 



FWFrrfei - cP53 tc* ffir wft: 

I — f% "3d 

ftPraHMH* crt: feFTtFfpn TF^^rfwr: i m mw: wm$\ 
? TPTPTppTFj I | ^ ^F^T^FF 

I F ^c^FRI[M 12 b]F 

I Ffd ^oq]f^-oq<^ ffcT fe^fcTl 


If it is (said to be) determined by the cognitnon of ‘being here’ e, g, “cloth 
is here in the threads, we reply”, No (it is not so) because the cognition of 
being here (we reply) is of the form of the cognition of the substratum (e g., 
threads) It is not proper (logical) to imagine another shape when a different 

1 w b at sort of relation as the author refering to that the words start with the 
consonent. Or is he referring to the grammatical, explanation of these words ? 
The word ‘kauleyaka’ (dog) is derived from Kula (family) The affix <^is 
added to ^7 when the word so formed means ‘a dog’ otherwise is formed, 
See Astadhyayi 4 2 96 (elephant derived from qf* (hand). Can <piK mean 
‘One whose death is bad, something one would not like’ or is it derived from 
the verb 'gflkW which means ‘to play’ ? 

M - ^nfFMi^il 
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one have been cognised for that will lead to an over deduction absurdum 1 
(that is to say, just anything could be imagined when one has the cognition of 
something). If you say that inherence that also is not justified, for there is no 
justification for the cognition of inherence (Samavaya)' People never have 
knowledge to the effect, “This is thread”, “This is cloth”, ‘This is the incoher¬ 
ence of those two’.. 

If it is said to be inferred by inference, (we reply:) Inference is two-fold- 
that based on perception, and that based on a perception of likeness 
(Samanyato-drstam), 2 Drstam cannot be of help here, for there is no percep¬ 
tion nor also samanyato-drsta, for no effect arising out of it is known. 

[Objection-] why, it is the cognition of‘being here’ that makes us cognisant 
of inher ence - the cognition ‘cloth is here in the threads is brought about thr ough 
the instrumentality of relation because it is an uncontr adicted cognition of‘being 
here’ like the cognition ‘Curd is here : in the bowl. ’ (Rejoinder-Tell us:) What is 
inferred thereby - a mere instrument or relation ? If it is a mere instrument (that 
is inferred) you should be hanged with the fault of proving what is already 
proved (Siddha-sadhyata). If it is relation (that is inferred), is it conjunction 
(Samyoga) or inherence (Samavaya).. If (you say that) it is conjunction that is 
inferred, you give up your position. If (you say that) it is inherence that is in¬ 
ferred then there is the absence of relation) 3 ,. When there is the relation of one 


1 ‘Atiprasarig- “The term is used when the deduction implies giving up every 
uniformity and the possibility of everything-” Stcherbatsky 

[Buddist Logic, Vol-II. p 239, St, Petersburg, 1930] 

2 Samanyato-dxsta is difined variously : On one definition, which our author 
seems to have in mind, it is the inference of cause from an effect on the ground 
of similarity See Nyaya-Sutra 115 with Bhasya and Vartika; also Samkhya- 
karika, 5-6 We see that when there is change of place, there has been move¬ 
ment, so it can be inferred that because the sun has changed place, it must 
have moved or because an act always leads to a fruit, so the Vedic rites must 
yeild some fruit, if not here, in the other world, 

3, See NyayakumudaCandra, p 301, 11 12-4, W f% ^FTPT: Wfl4l ? 

i sro wifi: ^ 

Nothing has ever been known to come into relation on the ground of inher¬ 
ence, and hence nothing can act as an illustration for inferring the existence 
of inherence. 



thing with an object, another thing cannot give the knowledge of this object, for 
that would be going too far [atiprasahga - overdeduction and absurdum. When 
there is the relation of Devadatta’s eye with a jar, Yajnadatta’s sense-organ (i.e, 
eye) is never known to reveal the object colour etc, (Simply) on the ground that 
the latter too is a sense organ. Thus in the absence of (the categories) genus and 
inherence it is a matter of worry (or serious consider ation) as to how we should 
establish (define) substance, etc, 

3W Ami atotoftdT dRt, 

I d ^ <S<cboijTblni HHIvrffef; T tocl ! 

to; aitotocTi '■pfftoFTR - 1% to 

^ to [M 13a] yr^nwTd: i smfit 
i m to to 

I 

[To return to our discussion, If non-erroneousness (of the cognition of 
water) is (said to be) known by the finding of water that has descended from 
it (i e, from the water perceived) that is not proper, for substance of the form 
of “final wholes” do not possess the capacity to produce (a new substances) 1 
and (again) water individuals are not many; that they are not many been 
stated earlier. 

Moreover, if the non-erroneousness of the cognition that has arisen ear¬ 
lier is known by the efficiency of its activity, is it known by this (efficiency) 
being an inferential mark, or by its being of the nature of perception ? If (it is 
known) by its being an inferential mark, that is not proper, for no relation with 
it is known Or if it be known enough of efficient activity(-efficient activity is 
not required as an inferential mark).. If it is known by it being of the nature of 
perception, that is not proper, for there is absence of contact whatsoever 
earlier and has perished. Knowledge having that as its object is not the fruit of 

?? Ms — 

Ms — 

1 It is Nyaya-Vaiseska tenet that certain ‘Wholes’ are final wholes and hence 
are such as never become a part of some ‘whole’ or be produced 
subsequestly. The mass of water filling a pond or the like would be a ‘final 
whole.’ 
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perception because it is devoid of objective support like the cognition of 
kesonduka (hair-mass).. Neither the absence of cognition appears nor its pres¬ 
ences, because of its absence,, 


fcmisjf ofrfjczr: — 

TT^r ^r? ? -Hefei TTcTOfpTcT 
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378t 3^T8n5ozrfi7^lf\rq TJfk — SficR3cM'*7fV*iHH, 
vsIicMci, i cf^rf^rrM cRkf ^r, acw^M ? crak cRpf: 
^ PicM: 3iPir4l fn^T: cf^T ^iRk^uuhT^ i 

sRrsfer: - tt w, 'q’sigr w: ? cmk Tpfcq?r:, ct^t 'spiral i 

H ft fcRf **fq$jH$a, Tkfil W. cfckfd { 3R 

^itx^ r:, ^vw4l: ^fir i ctt^icr Rfh wkf 

‘cR^T ffcT I 3**1 14b] ^ oEnf^^nRdl fefFTPT 

^ 37Tt^i( th 5cqfi|-cjift^q) tpifsfk y^ir^fclRth:, cRSRftcTO^T 

i ^ 3 ^^ki<4i tmf 37 ^jw^ hfc&i fam 

RTO^TT 37^^14ch4^ ^c^^H^f^Vl fc l u IMfeircidHyrc1Mfd 00 

q>leuq^iii4kl^ ofrfrfT? WT Wcf I 

[If it is said that the absence of this cognition appears, then it will have 
to be explained what the word ‘object’ means for something that is non-exist 
Is it ‘object’ by providing (its) form (to the cognition) or by having attributes 
like magnitude, etc or by its very existence only, or by being produced with 
(the cognition) ? All these having been destroyed, how could it be an object 
of a cognition (which arises after it is destroyed), And if it is be an object, as 
in the case of the cognition of hair-mass (kesonduka), etc the seed (reason) for 
the falsity of this cognition or (-According to Eli Franco - a reason should be 

0., M - — Eli Franco - 

M - °‘%cW( I i e construes with T 

=,. M - | 
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sought for the falsity of the cognition of the hair-mass etc , only). If falsity is due 
to just its existences all (cognition) could be false and therefore there would 
be the upsetting (annihilation) of (all) principles,, 

[Objection-] Non-erroneousness is known otherwise cognition which is 
produced by the relation of the self and the inner organ is revealed as qualified 
by non-erroneousness.. (Rejoinder) This is not proper.. Is its non- 
erreoneousness its attribute, or its nature ? If it is its attribute, is it eternal or 
non-eternal ? If it is eternal, it should be known as refuted by the faults shown 
in the case of universal. 


If it is non-eternal, is it produced before (the cognition) or along with it, 
or after it ? If it is produced before, then of what is it the attribute, For an 
attribute cannot remain without something possessing it since it has a form 
distinct from all, it should be explained what belongs to what.. 

If it was produced along with it, then it should be related as to what their 
relation is.. If there is the absence of the r elation of identity causality, or inher¬ 
ence, the meaning of the generative case should be explained (when it is said) 
“its non-erroneousness”., It is produced afterwards, then it comes that the cog¬ 
nition was erroneous earlier.. And there is no attribute of the form of the non- 
er r oneous (ness) of the self besides pleasur e, etc, because its appr ehension 
being impossible, you yourself do not-admit it 

If the attributes like non-erroneousness are accepted as being different 
(from their possession, viz cognition) and the cognition delimited by these is 
declared as accounting, for the causal complex - this does not stand to reason, 
because a cogniton cannot possibly endure for the time (required) for the 
apprehension of the cognition delimited by the serveral qualification one by 
one In the absence of that which is made known and that which makes known 
the cognition would be related to the agent alone. 
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to arsrf^ifen - f% 

dPgM4d ' fe^4^TO*h Tfd Fj fr ^d ? dSlfd cT^F 3Jd1dHlddlpHfeH*4 

^ ^TS^rf^TfelT d I 

HFsF cfT fcidKrpb^MTMy^: i to 3tRi ^rct: dqr %#*pF - 
W 3 ^ ^^^ J ]dldH, I 

Now, if (it is said that) non-erroneousness is its very essence (own nature), 
(we ask) Is it so by virtue, of its mere existence, or it is so by of the existence on 
account of the existence of another object (i.e. is konowledge non-erroneous on 
account of the existence of another object) ? If the mere existence of knowledge 
is said to constitute its non-erroneousness then the cognition of hair-mass 
(kesonduka) should be non-erroneous.. It is not by virtue of its mere existence 
that cognition is declared to be either erroneous or non-erroneous.. 1 

If (you say) that the knowledge in question is non- erroneous by virtue of 
the existence of another object (we ask) Is it so by virtue of the existence of 
another object that is not contributory (anupakaraka) or by virtue of the ex¬ 
istence of another object that is contributory (upakaraka). (If it is said that) it 
is so by virtue of the existence of another object that is not contributory, then 
there is the contingency of the knowledge of hair-mass (kesnduka) or of two 
moons being non-erroneous. 2 

If the knowledge in question is non-erroneous by virtue of the existences 
of another thing that is contributory, (we ask :) Is it so by virtue of the con¬ 
tributory existence of another object that is the opposite of it (i. e. which is not 
cognised) ? If the former view is accepted, then inferential cognition of past 
and future objects and yogic perception, or knowledge generated by an 
injunctorv statement would not be non-erroneous, for in none of these cases 
does there exist a contributory thing cognised by the concerned piece of 


*. Sukhlalji - ‘fen’ ‘Itot’ srf^rfcr i 

1 As a matter of fact, it is not a Nyaya view that a piece of cognition as such.is 

erroneous or that is otherwise, for according to the Nyaya system both the 
validity and the invalidity of cognitions are subject to extrinsic test and are 
extrinsic. 

2. The other thing is there but it has no contribution to make towards the non- 
erroneousness of the knowledge In that case, knowledge of kesonduka or of 
two moons might as well as non-erroneous by virtue of the existence of that 
same thing,, 


i 


--SSI 



knowledge; and if there does exist such an object, there would be the contin¬ 
gency of the disappearance of the entire activity of sacrifices 1 .. 

If the latter view (is accepted) then the cognition of hairmass or of two 
moons (also) would have to be regarded as non-erroneous, so this is a false 
position (view).. 

fea, dfefFFf 3ioqfi|-c|i4c|J|ci 'dTqicblfd; 

^ic-H'Hpq^HI cTF, WTRKTO c[T ? cigp^ fe[M 16a] 

i wrqfefe i 

TO sTFTRR^f %foET fell 14 )^\ I ^fHWFTITOTcf ^TTHIcHd^l ^TOxfd 
TO ^i^dci — T% dHIcddqi 3 hic^i^u| ? 

^rarfcT, TO TOTO IFffl TO# I 

TOf 3TO)lTRft tr r, 3TOTr4lfellcf \ 

dKIr^) #7 TOg WF{. TOFT T crf§ 3TORRT# TO c ftfc) fpj 

!TTI?RcrH TOTO | TO 3MPP4 I TO wm 

cT#d «Hiq4cl ^fcT I fefTTRffemfh d I 

TO d d$*41Pd TO p4Pc«H ? 3H^cjq r 4d| 

Moreover, does the cogniton being known as non-erroneous give (us) 
knowledge of the causal complex or being not known as such ? If (it does so 
itself) being known (as non-erroneous), is its knowledge (i.e the knowledge 

1,. The author thinks that the only thing that can possibly contribute towards the 
production of a piece of knowledge is the object sought to be known by this 
knowledge, but in the cases cited it is in the very nature of things impossible 
for the object of knowledge to contribute towards the production of knowledge 
To take a particular case, the object of a scrificial injunction is something to 
be brought about; but if this something is already in question, there is no 
question of one following this injunction, 

~. M - 3TOTOTOTT 
x. m - ■gro, 

%. So in M : S’ s conjectures unneccessary - Eli Franco,. 
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of its being non-erroneous) of the nature of self-apprehension (atma-sarhvid or 
is it known by another knowledge ? If it is (said to be) knowledge of the nature 
of self-apprehension, that is not proper , for you yourself do not accept that 1 
or, if- you acceptit, you eontradict-your-own view..-..... 

And if you regard it as by another (piece of) knowledge, the source of the 
difference between the two cognitions will have to be sought into knowledge 
is distinguished from what is of the shape of non-knowledge by virtue of its 
being of the nature of knowledge ? But how can it be distinguished from 
another knowledge ? - is it distinguished by virtue of its being of the nature of 
knowledge or on account of another shape ? If it is (said to be) distinguished 
by virtue of its being of the nature of knowledge, then the other one ceases to 
be of the nature of knowledge, like water etc.. 

If it is (said to be) distinguished on account of another shape, then on the 
acceptance of another shape, there would be the absence of the shape of 
knowledge, for the two shape cannot be identical.. Or if they are identical is 
that one entity knowledge or non-knowledge ? If it is knowledge then it cannot 
be (said to be) distinguished on account of another shape; but (It is distin¬ 
guished) only by virtue of its being of the nature of knowledge (then) there 
would be the contingency of the other (knowledge from which it is to be 
distinguished) being of the nature of non-knowledge . If it is (said to be) non¬ 
knowledge, then what we wanted has been achieved 2 . If knowledgeness (ge¬ 
nus knowledge) is said to be the distinguishing factor, then all that has been 
said earlier, viz. ‘By what will it (knowledgeness) be distinguished (from 
knowledge and non-knowledge) will have to be pursued. (Thus) it cannot also 
possibly be known by another knowledge.. (Further) If (you desperately say 
that it (i. e. non-erroneous known, then how possibly will you say that it exists 
? In this very way, the absence of distinction between true knowledge and its 
opposite (false knowledge) has to be accepted Hence the term non-erroneous 
(avyabhicari:) (in the Nyaya definition of perception) is meaningless.. 



■prcfn: i] 




r i * ft 



1 The Nyaya-Vaisesika does not regard knowledge as Sva-Prakasa (self-llumined) 
2.. For we wanted to prove that on accepting the alternative under consideration 
knowledge would become something of the nature of non-knowledge. 

Sukhlalji conjectures , but this is not necessary 
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[4. Refutation in another way of the term non-erroneous (avyabhicari).] 


RT I 17a]*THFT, ddMHidW 


Moreover, an account of this reason also it (i.e. the term ‘non-errone- 
ous’) is meaningless, for it is set aside 1 (because it is implied by) the expres¬ 
sion contact of a sense organ and the object, 2 Certainly, the knowledge of 
kesnduka (hair-mass) does not arise from the contact of the eye with the 
object (objection) why, the knowledge of mirage (marlci-udaka) does rise 
(from the contact of the eye with the object), and the term ‘non-erroneous’ 
is meant to set it aside,. (Rejoinder -) It is not so, because (in this case) it 
is water that appears (is apprehended), while there is no relation (of the 
eye) with it (i.e,. with weaker), A relation (of the eye with water in the case 
under consideration) then it is not justifiable can be established with what 
exists not with what is non-existent. And, if there is relation (to say) that 
(the cognition in question is) false with reference to its object as in the case 
of the cognition of real water.. 


[Objection] Though the eye has no relation with the water that is 
apprehended, still it does have relation with the mass of rays which it has 
for its support (alambana), because that being the support there is move¬ 
ment in that direction.. And because of this only there is falsity (in the 
cognition in question) - one thing is the support (alambana) and another 
thing is apprehended. 


x M - crfg'FTt, Sukhlalji Eli Franco - cfeh-W 

^ M - cmmiujl 

1 Sukhlalji suggests ‘apohitatvat instead of ‘apoditatvat, but this is not quite 
necessary, apohitatvat means erroneous knowledge which it is meant to ex¬ 
clude is already excluded by the expression contact of a sense-organ with the 
object. 

2 The idea is that the cognition produced as a result of the contact of a sense 
organ with its object must be non-erroneous 
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[5. Incidental inquiry into the meaning 
of the word alambana (support).] 

What is the meaning of the word ‘support’ on the basis of which you 
proclaim (announce).. One thing is the support and another thing is appre¬ 
hended or being illumined ? Does it means ‘being the generator of knowl¬ 
edge’, or being the substratum of knowledge ? If being the bestower of a 
shape (to knowledge) (i.e. presented) by knowledge ? If the word ‘support’ 
means being the generator of knowledge, then eye, light, etc., also would 
have to be treated as ‘support’,. If being the support means being the 
bestower of a shape, that is not proper, for that is not accepted in the 
Nyaya tradition 1 ,. We shall explain later how it is improper to hold that 
knowledge assumes the shape of its object,. If being the support is said to 
mean, ‘being the substratum of knowledge’, (we say :) No, knowledge does 
not arise as something seized by the circle of rays, but it realises itself as 
something inherent in the soul concerned, If it is said that being the support 
means being illumined by knowledge’, that it is water that appears in the 
cognition of water and not the rays., Now, If (it is urged that) the rays 
themselves are cognised as being of the shape of water (we ask :) Is that 
shape of water different from the rays or is it non-different ? If it is non- 
different, is it real or unreal ? If it is real, how could its knowledge be false 
? Now, if it is (said to be) unreal, then there will be the contingency of the 
rays also being unreal.. (You are saying) when the rays are non-different 
from the unreal water, the knowledge of this water (that arises) is false 
Now what does it amount to ? (It accounts to this that) the knowledge of 
rays (that arises) is false.. And when only the one shape of water is appre¬ 
hended, who told the silly one (i.e.. the Naiyayika) that rays appear (i.e, are 
presented in knowledge) 2 .. 

Now, if (the shape of water) is (said to be) a different object (from 
the rays), then you should not say that rays are cognised as being of the 

1 rhe Nyaya - v aisesika unlike the Sautrantika does not hold that knowledge 

assumes the shape of its object The Vaibhasika also treats knowledge as shape- 
less, 

2 The reference is to the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of error called ‘anyathakhyati’ 
according to which in false cognition one theory appears as another. 
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shape of water; (what you should say is :) the rays are screened by the 
shape of water. Moreover what is it that appears in the cognition of hair- 
mass (keson duka) and what is it that acts as ‘support’ ? It is the hairmass 
itself that is the support and that which is apprehended.; Similarly, it is the 
water itself (in our case) that is the support and that which is apprehended; 
and it is not necessary to posit another ‘support’,, And the cognition of water 
is not false on account of its having a ‘support’ other then the water that 
is apprehended but on account of its absence (i e.. absence of water) as a 
real thing; otherwise, the cognition of hairmass could not be false because 
there is the absence (in its case of a different ‘support’ 1 . 

Again as to what is said that there is movement in the direction of the 
rays, so the rays are the ‘support’, (we reply:) If it be so, then in this way; 
the place (where the rays are) could justifiably be the support.. And the 
cognition of water could not justifiably be generated by the contact (of the 
organ of sight) with an object different from the water that appears, for' this 
is not seen in the case of the right knowledge of water, otherwise, even the 
inferential knowledge of fire should be one produced by the contact of 
sense-organ with an object, for it is certainly produced by the contact of 
soul and mind 2 . Now, If (you argue that) the mind has no relation with the 
fire that is apprehended, then (we reply : ) even here there is no relation 
of the eye with the water that is being apprehended . Therefore, the term 
‘non-erroneous’ is not proper is set aside by the expression’, ‘contact of a 
sense-organ with the object’, 3 

1, The argument implies that if the support of knowledge and what appears in 
konwledge are one entity then the knowledge is right If this is so, then the 
cognition of kesonduka should be right cognition, for kesonduks is the support 
of the cognition and the object appearing in it. 

2. If all knowledge that somehow involves the contact of a sense-organ with an 
object is perceptual ! then the inferential cognition of fire should be perceptual 
in as much as it involves the contact of mind (a sense-organ) with soul. As a 
matter of fact what the perceptual knowledge necessarily requires is the con¬ 
tact of a sense-organ with the object known 

3 If there is the contact of a sense-organ with object, the cognition is in variably 
right.. So the term ‘ayabhicar’ is superfluous. 
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[6. Again refutation of the term ‘non-erroneous’ in another way.] 

For this reason also it is not justifiable since there is no possibility of any 
cognition that is to be excluded.. If it (is urged that it) is included (in the 
definition) with the view of excluding the knowledge of water in respect of 
rays (i.e the knowledge of rays as water), then (we ask) How is it excluded ? 
On account of having non-existent water for its object (If this is your reply, our 

x M — or perhaps fWrqh - the 1 seems to be deleted - Eli Franco 

In S’ s edition it is ^ 

@ M — (Vicmoi - Eli Franco 
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rejoinder is :) If it is non-existent, what is meant by calling it an object ? What 
has been stated before should be pursued, If water appears there (i.e. is 
cognised there), how could it not be there ? (Objection) True, it appears, but 
it appears i n a false form, (Rejoinder) what is this falsity ? Is itj:hejionr_ 
existence of what is cognised or is what is cognised itself non-existence ? If it 
is (said to be) the non-existence of what is cognised does it (i. e. non-existence) 
occur then only, or at another time ? If it occurs then only, is it known or is 
it not known ? If it is (said to be known) by what is it known ? (Is it known) 
by the knowledge of water, or by another knowledge ? If it is (said to be 
known) by the knowledge of water; (we reply :) It is not so, because it has 
water for its object or, if it has that (i.e. non existence) for its object, then it 
does not stand to reason to say ‘The knowledge of water is illusory (false)’ for 
the object non-existence is a veritable reality, Moreover, negations of water 
do not appear (i.e. are not presented) in the knowledge that grasps the shape 
of water for that would be going too for atiprasanga - that is to say, in every 
knowledge, the object and its negation would appear together, which is ab¬ 
surd). If it (i .e non-existence of what is cognised) is (said to be known) by 
another knowledge, (we reply:) It is not so, for no two cognition can be 
simultaneous,, 

If (you say that) non-existence is established by the knowledge of non¬ 
existences and existence is established by the knowledge of existence, then there 
should be the simultaneous occurrence of the existence and non-existence of 
water (-Which is absurd).. Now, if (you say that) the knowledge of existence 
does not establish existence, whereas the knowledge of non-existence establishes 
non-existence, (all can say is :) Oh ! The royal ordinance of the beast of a 
Naiyayika! And if the knowledge wer e not to establish existence, then there would 
be the contingency of lack of confidence in all existence whatsoever (i. e. in the 
existence of all objects).. In the event of that contingency even non-existence 
could not remain established 1 ; and if that were not to remain established, there 
would be upsetting of all principles (tattvopaplava) ! 

Now, if it (i.e. non-existence of what is cognised) is (said to be) not known, 
how do you know that it is there ? If (the non-existence of what is cognised is said 
to occur) at another time, then nothing is contradicted (i. e.. in that case, there is 
no contradiction or sublation whatsoever) because it stands to reason that there 
should occur the non-existence of even real wate r of another time 2 . 

1 For ‘non-existence’ is a concept correlated to ‘existence ’ 

A Non-existence of a thing at another time does not prove that it is non-existent 
even at the time of its existence , 
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Now, if (you say that) what is cognised is itself non-existence, how possibly 
could the cognition having that (non-existence) for its object be false for there 
is justification for that non-existence alone which is cognised 1 . Moreover, when 
it is the shape of positive to posit non-existence for that would be going too far 
(atiprasanga); otherwise, one should posit taste, etc., when colour or the like is 
cognised. But this is not done Similarly, here also it is water that is cognised., 

(objection) Why, it is* cognised, but it is false (Rejoinder) If it be so, then 
this (false water) would be a kind of water just like long (strip of) water, (or) 
sweet water 2 ., (objection-) verily, here in all these states, water is cognised and 
hence water is posited in them (Rejoinder -) If it is so, then even here in both 
the states, water is cognised - real water and false water In the knowledge of 
real water, it is real water that appears, not false water or non-water.. Similarly, 
in the knowledge of false water, it is false water that appears, not real water 
or non-water.. Certainly, cognitions ultimately refer to their own respective 
objects 3 


3781 ^T&Ihm^[M, 22a], fRSZfTr^frrfd — 3Tsf:, ^ eft? 

3TRRT 3 ^4) | ^ H * T (&]JPd WcRpT 

3T«t cqftiRtki fcRp fqeiHMpq, TfTTGqf^rr, -feIT cR ? 

cRT W2RT, 22b], f*RIT, c^T f^ srWH'W 


m cT^rrsfq 




I cfgcWT ^ cRS[M, 23a]M5ft82p^ I m cTSpsft 

hid^MqoiWTfxH I 

!• Cognition of x justifies the existence of x.. So if there is cognition of ‘non- 
existence’ there is existence of non-existence, 


2, Just like ‘long water’ or ‘sweet water’, false water also would be a variety of 
water, and as we do not regard the cognition of the former as false, we should 
not regard the cognition of the latter also as false 


3 It is impossible for ‘cognition of x’ to refer to a non-x. 
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Now, if (you say) that there is falseness on account of being contradicted, 
(we ask :)what is it that is sublated - the object, the knowledge or both ? If 
the object is (said to be) sublated, by what is it sublated ? Does it sublate itself, 
or is it sublated by another object, or by knowledge ? If it (i.e.. the object) is 
said to sublate itself, then does it bring about the sublation or make it known ? 
If it (i.e the object) is said to sublate itself, then does it bring it about the 
sublation or make it known ? If it brings it about, is it (i..e. the sublation) non- 
different or different (from the object) ? If it is (said to be) non-different, then 
to say that it brings about sublation is equivalent to saying, ‘It itself is brought 
about by itself.. And this does not stand to reason for it is impossible for a thing 
to operate upon itself. If it is (said to be) brought about as some thing different 
(from the object), even then (this amounts to the assertion of the doership of 
what is existent and not the denial of what is cognised 1 . 

Now, if the sublation is said to be made known (by the object), then also 
we ask whether it is non-different or different (from the object) If it is non- 
different, then what is meant by saying ‘sublation’ is made known by it ? (It 
means ‘water is made known’. If it is said to be different then what is estab¬ 
lished is the efficiency of an existent thing to make another thing known, and 
the existence of what is cognised (i.e of water) 2 

If it (i .e object) is (said to be) sublated by another object, even then the 
relation of being the sublated and the sublator (sublating agent) obtains be¬ 
tween two existent objects, like that between two rulers; but the relation of 
being the sublated and sublation is not justifiable in the case of just one object 
Moreover, is the sublation in the object is cognised brought about or made 
known ? If it is (said to be) brought about, is it non-different (from the water 
which is cognised) or different ? If it is non-different, then what is meant by 
‘The non-different sublation is brought about ? (It means that) water is 
brought about. And if it be brought about, its cognition would be true If it is 
(said to be) brought about as different, even then since it (sublation) is 

1 This would amount to asserting that the existent water brings about its 
sublation, rather than to denying what is cognised.. 

2. The existent water makes known, the sublation and the water is existent be¬ 
cause, it is cognised.. 


cognised as related to water, there is justification for (the existence of) water.. 
Certainly, one cannot talk of Devadatta’s eyes if he is non-existent. Now, if it 
(i.e., the sublation) is (said to be) made known, then is it non-different or 
different ? ff it is made known as non-different then what is meant by ‘The 
sublation is made known by it ? (It means) ‘Water is made known ’ If it is (said 
to be) made known as different, even then it appears as dependent on another 
viz. ‘This is. the sublation of water; therefor there is no justification for an 
absolute non-existence (of water). Hence there is no justification for there 
being sublation by another object also 

cj IWlfcTlfcT I 3TO ff 3^3%; 
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Now, if it is (said to be) contradicted by knowledge, does this knowledge 
have that (water) for its object, or something else, or is it objectless ? If (the 
sublating knowledge) (is said to have that (i.e, water) for its object, then it 
asserts its nature, does not falsify it, for if (the sublating knowledge) has a form 
terminating in the (cognition of) its shape (i .e. the shape of water) 1 . 

If the sublating knowledge is said to have something else for its object, 
that also is not proper cognition asserts the existence of that alone which is its 
object, but it cannot assert or deny (the existence of something else; for )it is 
the very nature of cognitions to terminate in their own objects, If it is (said to 
be) sublated by knowledge which is objectless, then (we reply) that (i,e such 
knowledge) does not assert or deny anything precisely because it is objectless., 

x. M fa4c4° 

@. 1 

1.. ‘Cognition of x’ refers to x (or say to hte shape of x) and hence asserts the 
nature of x does not falsify its nature 
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Now, if (you say that) is the knowledge that is sublated then (we ask :) 
what is the (nature of) the sublation of it too ? — Is it of the form of excluding 
it itself or if the form of concealing it itself, or is it of the form of excluding it 
itself, then every cognition will be a sublated" cojpitiori, for each and every 
cognition excludes every cognition other then itself.. If it is (said to be) of the 
form of concealing it itself, that is not proper, for even the false cognition of 
water is experienced as such (i.e. as cognition) 1 .. If the contradiction of the 
object that also is not proper., As to how it is possible to take away the object 
of a cognition that has just been stated 
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(Objection -) If it is not sublated, how is it that thing (i.e. object in 
question) does not bring about successful activity (arthkriya), (we ask What is 
this successful activity that is not carried out by it for men ? Is it charactersied, 
or by the bringing about and enjoyment of pleasure and pain.. If (you say) it 
does not bring about the successful characterised by cognition, that is not 
proper for the water in question does carry out the successful activity in the 
form of cognition of waters,, If it is said not to bring about the successful activity 


1 If the contradiction in question really conceals the cognition of water in ques¬ 
tion, the latter should be experienced at all 

M 'SWISItl 1 
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in the form of movement, that is not proper .. Movement depends on the will 
of the concerned and (so) it cannot enable one to ascertain the existence or 
non-existence of the object in question, If it said that it does not bring about 
the successful activity charactersied by attainment and is therefore non-exis- 
tent-that also is not proper, for there is the possibility of the existence of the 
moon, sun, planets, constellations, stars, etc even when there is no attainment 
(i.e though one cannot reach them),. If it is said that it does not bring about 
the successful activity of the form of pleasure produced by seeing it, or plea¬ 
sure produced by physical contact? If it is said not to bring about pleasure 
produced by sight, that is not proper for it does bring it about. If it is said not 
to bring about pleasure produced by physical contact, then the argument will 
break down in the case of the moon, sun, planets, constellations, etc, for 1 they 
do not bring about pleasure produced by physical contact and are existent,, 
Really spealdng things do not become non-existent (simply) because they do 
not bring about successful activity, for it is possible that thing is produced by 
its cause in the form of something that gives rise to cognition (and carries out 
no other act) or that a thing is prevented from carrying out an act because of 
the non-availability of the accessories (co-operating factors). 

Moreover, if it is said not to bring about successful activity with reference 
to one cogniser or to all cognisers ? If it is said not to bring about the successful 
activity for one cogniser and hence to be non-existent, then the argument will 
break down in the case of the knowledge of the moon, sun, planets, constel¬ 
lations, stars, etc and in the case of an object about to perish, If it is said not 
to bring about successful activity for all cognisers and hence to be non-existent, 
in that case there would be the contingency of the non-existence of all things 
whatever; for it is true of all things that they do not subservive the purpose of 
all men.. And it is not possible for a man who can know only things (close by 
(i. e. an ordinary man having just an ordinary vision) to know that a thing lacks 
the capacity to carry out-an act for all men. Therefore, it is established that the 
term ‘non-erroneous’ (avyabhicari) is meaningless., 





★ .. Sukhlaji - 
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[7. Dialectical Refutation of the view of the 
prabhakaras that Error is memory.] 

But others are of the view that cognition of mirage (lit. of water in rays) 
is memory and not something of the form of error .. How can it be memory ? 

- Because of its being the cognition (lit., grasping) of water, or because 
of its being the cognition of water that is cognised, or because of its coming into 
existence in point of time after the cognition of water , or because of its being 
objectless or because of its arising in the form, “(Here is something) Which I 
perceived” ? 

If (it be regarded as memory) because it its being the cognition of water, 
then there would be the contingency of all cognitions of water becoming 
memory. 
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Now, if it is (said to be) memory because of its being the cognition of 
water that is cognised, then even the first (cognition of water), because it is the 
cognition of water that is cognised would come to be memory for (the fact of) 
cognition water that is cognised is common to both cases 1 ,. 


x. Perhaps 

%.. Eli Franco srreiFf 
# M : 3TRTTcf (i.e. construes with IWtc^PT) 

M : - S. fasiHIh, - Eli Franco 

$,. M 0 

1. The first cognition is as much a cognition of a cognised object as the second 
is for the object of the first is cognised by the cognised by the first 
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(Objector-) The first (cognition) does not cognise water that is cognised. 

(Answer -) Then it has a different object, and if the object is different, the 
second (cognition) also would cease to be the cognition of what is cognised.. 
If it is said to have the same object, then (the drawback of) the first one 
cognising what is cognised steps in, for it is of the form of the cognition of a 
non-distinguished object, like the cognition after the first one.. Just as the fact 
of being the knowledge of blue is not-different in the case of a number of 
cognitions produced simultaneously and cognising the one extreme particular 
blue, so also in the case here 1 Similarly, the case of the continuous cognitions 
(of the same object) would come to be cases of memory in so far as it cognises 
what is cognised If it is said that the fact of being cognition of an object that 
is cognised does not hold good in the cease of recognition, then it would to be 
recognition; then it would for certainly, the first perceptual knowledge does 
not arise in the form, ‘This is that very thing. ’ Similarly, inferential cognition 
also would come to be memory because of its being the cognition of an object 
that is cognised. 



If it is said to be memory because of its occurring in point of time after 
the cognition of water, then the latent impression (samskara-traces of former 
experiences) would come to be memory on account of occurring in time after 


1 Just as the simultaneously produced cognitions of x are the same in so far as 
each of them is a cognition of x, so also are the successively produced cogni¬ 
tions of x the same in so far as each of them is a cognition of x 


* 
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the cognition of water, and so also the sensation of taste (of water, since a 
person tastes water after he has cognised it).. 

Now, if it is said to be the form of memory because of its being 
objectless, tharis' not proper.. How dan that which arises as making known 
the shape of an object, which was made known the shape of an object, 
which was made known by an experience arisen previously be objectless ? 
If it is said to be objectless on account of the absence of the object at that 
time, the object experienced formerly having perished - then the knowledge 
produced by injunctions being objectless (because it refers to something to 
be done in the future) would come to be memory, for the object of the 
form of what is to be brought about (Kartavyata) And if it were to exist 
(at the time of the injunction), it could not justifiable to be of the form of 
what is to be brought about,, And this not being justifiable, there would be 
the contingency of the disappearance of the sacrificial activity (Saptatahtu- 
kriya)., And, if it is said to be memory on account of its being objectless, 
then there would be the contingency of the memory pertaining to an exist- 
ing jar, a genus or the like not being memory. 

If it is said to be memory because it arises in the shape, ‘(Here is some¬ 
thing which) I perceived—that is not proper.. How can that (cognition) which 
arises in the shape, ‘Her e is water’ justifiably be of the form, ‘I perceive’ ? It may 
be urged that in this way there arises the obscuration (vipramusitata) (of the 
memory factor 1 , (we ask)- 



1. The Prabhakar Mimarhsakas hold that in error, e g, of mirage, what happens is 
that while perceiving rays we perceive the elements common to both rays and 
the water and on account of that remember the peculiar qualities of water and 
hence water But the memory-factor is here obscured and we come to believe 
that we percieve water and not that we r emember it. This is their Akhyati. (not 
distinguishing between two cognitions) theory of error. 

X. M : 


[8. Incidental Examination of obscuration (vipramosa)] 

What, verily, is this obscuration ? Is it the acceptance of the shape of 
experience (i.e.. immediate knowledge) or the destruction of the shape of 
memory, or being the cognition of a novel thing, or being produced by the 
contact of a sense -organ and the object, or being produced without the contact 
of a sense-organ and the object, or being produced without the contact of a 
sense-organ and the object ? If it is said to be the acceptance of the shape of 
experience, then the form of memory cannot possibly be there (that is to say, 
the cognition in question cannot be memory),. And if the form of memory was 
actually there, then there could possibly be no acceptance of the shape of 
experience, for the shapes of memory and experience have this characteristic 
that one can exist only by setting aside the other (that is to say, the two cannot 
be found together) If (obscuration means) the destruction of the shape of 
memory, that is not proper, for you yourself have admitted that the cognition 
in question is memory.. Certainly being of the nature of non-cognition how can 
destruction assume the form of memory ? If obscuration of memory is said to 
mean being the cognition of a novel things, then the cognitions of the abso¬ 
lutely unperceived things such as a golden jack-fruit or the like would come to 
be of the nature of the obscuration of memory. If obscuration of memory is 
said to mean being produced by the contact of a sense-organ and the object, 
then there is the contingency of the direct cognitions becoming the obscuration 
of memory.. If obscuration of memory is said to mean being produced without 
the contact of a sense-organ (with the object), then the cognition produced by 
an injunction, the inferential cognition and the analogical cognition (i..e. the 
cognition produced by he pramana called upamana or analogy) would come 

S deletes : 
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to be of the nature of the obscuration of memory,. Therefor, the more one 
scrutinises (the nature of) the '‘obscuration of memory”, the more it fails to 
stand the test of reasoning, Hence, the cognition of mirage (lit., cognition of 
water in rays) is not of the form of the obscuration of memory; but it is either 
a piece of wrong cognition (viparita khyati) 1 or a piece of right cognition. 



[9. Examination of the term “well-determined” 
Vyavasayatmaka - of the nature of determination.] 

Similarly, the term ‘well-determined’ also should not be accepted (r e¬ 
inserted in the definition of perception), for there is nothing that is to be ex¬ 
cluded (by such an insertion. (Objector-) why, when in respect of an object like 
pole, etc., as a result of the contact between a sense-organ and the object, there 
is perception of the mere general (i..e. of merely the common qualities belonging 
to a pole and a men or any such entity) (and) there is no cognition of the par¬ 
ticular (i.e. of the differentiating characteristics of a pole or the like) there arises 
a doubtful cognition; (and) that is excluded (by the term ‘well-determined’).. 
(Answer-) when that doubtful cognition arises, is anything presented in it or not? 
(i. e. does anything appear there or nor ?) If something appears, is it a subtance 
(lit a thing possessing an attribute) or an attribute ? If a substance appears, is it 
real or 1 unreal ? If it is (said to be) real, its knowledge is not required to be 
excluded. If it is (said to be) unreal, then it (i..e.. its knowledge) is (already ex¬ 
cluded by the term ‘non-erroneous’ (avyabhicari, so the term ‘well-determined’ 
(Vyavasayatmaka) need not be included (in the definition of perception). 

1 The Nyaya theory of error is viparlta-or anyatha-khyati; cognising a thing as 
different from what it is cognising, for example, the rays as water (yad 
atasminstad iti tad vyabhicari - Nyayabhasya 1,1.4) . But our philosopher has 
already refused viparita-khyati,. 

#,. M : 
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Now, if it is an attribute that appears, is it of the character of ‘poleness’ 
or ‘manness’ or both.. If (you say, that) an attribute of the character of 
‘poleness’ appears, is it real or unreal ? If it is (said to be) real, how can its 
knowledge be of the form of doubt, - this knowledge being of the form of the 
cognition of a real object, like the knowledge of real water ? If it is (said to be) 
unreal, then it is already excluded by the term ‘non-erroneous’, and the term 
‘well-determined’ need not be included (in the definition).. If an attribute of the 
character of ‘manness’ appears, is that, too, real or unreal ? If it is (said to be) 
real, how can its knowledge be of the form of doubt ? If it is (said to be) 
unreal, then it is already excluded by term ‘non-erroneous’, and the term ‘well- 
determined’ is not proper (i.e. serves no purpose). 



m ft qrq>R: ^ i 


If both (the attribute of the char acter of ‘poleness’ and that of the char¬ 
acter of ‘manness’) appear, then are both real, or both unreal, or is one real 
and the other unreal ? If both are (said to be) real, then their knowledge can 
only be real (i.e. true), (and) not of the nature of doubt., Now if both are (said 
to be) unreal, then their knowledge should be of the form of error (i .e. wrong 
knowledge), not of the nature of doubt,. If one is (said to be) real and the other 
unreal, then that very knowledge would be erroneous, and that very (knowl¬ 
edge) non-erroneous - it would be erroneous, being of the form of the cogni¬ 
tion of an unreal object; and non-erroneous being of the form of the cognition 

x.. M : 3T«fT^ 
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of a real object., This explains (lit,, unlocks) the (nature of the) cognition of two 
moons For, there the shape of substance appears, not the shape of quality 1 ,. 



And, if it is said that the doubtful cognition presents the shape of a doubt¬ 
ful object, (we ask) - Does that doubtful object exist or not ? If it is said to 
exist, how can its knowledge be of the form of doubt, this knowledge being of 
the form of the cognition of an uncontradicted object, like the knowledge of 
real water.. If it is said not to exist, then it (i e.. the cognition of a doubtful 
object) is (already) excluded by the term ‘non-erroneous’, and the term ‘well- 
determined’ is meaningless. 

If (it is said that) nothing whatsoever appears, then it (i.e. the cognition 
in question) could not have been produced by the contact of a sense-organ 
and the object, like the cognition of illusory water.. Therefore, the term ‘well- 
determined’ also should not be included (in the definition).. 

^ cfSTI vOTFlft II ^ II 

[10. Reference to the text ‘Laksanasara’ in connection with the 
impropriety of the term ‘not expressible’ (avyapadesya)] 

To see in what way the term ‘not expressible’ is not proper one should 
consult ‘Laksanasara’. 

1 Cognition of ‘two moons’ would be non-erroneous as far as its ‘moon’ i.e„ 
‘substance’ aspect is concerned, but erroneous in respect of its ‘number’ i.e, 
quality aspect., Substance appearing in it is real, but the quality unreal. It 
cannot be branded as ‘erroneous’ 

x. M : 37 ..x... sfq, 3 aksaras are missing, 
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[11. Examination of the expression ‘which arises from 
the contact of a sense-organ with the object’.] 


Similarly, its being produced by the contact of a sense-organ with the (i.e 
its) object cannot be justified for that cannot be known [That is to say, how 
can one know that the alleged contact is there ?] Does the contact of a sense- 
organ with the object have for its mark of inference (i. e. probans, Linga) the 
non-cognition of a distant cognition, or a covering, or can it be inferred from 
the knowledge of jar, etc. produced by it ? If it is said to have for its mark of 
inference the non-cognition of a distant object, that is not proper, for no rela¬ 
tion could possibly obtain between the two (i. e.. between the non-cognition of 
a distant object and the sense-object contact); because we find that there is the 
non-cognition (of a distant object) even in its absence (i,.e, even in the absence 
of a sense-object contact).. If a thing exists even in the absence of another, how 
can the former acquaint us with the presence of the latter P 1 


If it is said to have a covering for its mark of inference, that is not proper 
for there is no concomitance (i .e. the relation of invariable concomitance) with 


x. M : om c ck«iRiffl W; one can discern a marker for an addition between 3T and 

^ but that part of the leaf on which the addition could be is broken off-Eli 
Franco 

% M : WqlcnAi 
M : °3T2p^ 

1 Rea *ly speaking, other conditions being present non-perception or non-cogni¬ 
tion of a distant object is invariably concomitant with absence of sense-object 
contact (Vyatireka-Vyapti, negative concomitance); thus non-cognition of dis¬ 
tant objects indicates that sense-object contact is a cause of perception of 
objects The author argues as if the apponent is of the view that non-cognition 
of distant objects makes the presence of sense-object contact necessary.. 
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it (i.,e., between a covering and the sense-object contact); even in the absence 
of it (i..e. in the absence of the sense-object contact) we find that the covering 

is there;.and if it (i.e. the s ense-object cont act) is present there the cove ring 

proves useless So, when there is no relation of invariable concomitance (be¬ 
tween a covering and the sense-object contact) how can we know the latter 
(i.e infer the latter on having observed the former ? l 
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If it is (said to be) known by the knowledge of jar, etc,, arising out of it (i.e. 
out of the sense-object contact), that is not proper; for if it is itself not known, 
there cannot be the knowledge of the fact of anything arising out of it. This contact 
is comparable to a ghost, an atom, Mahesvara (i. e God of the Nyaya-Vaisesika) 
(concerning none of which we have a reliable knowledge). How can knowledge 
be known as dependent on it ? And how does knowledge tell (us) of the contact 
of a sense-or gan with the object ? - (Does knowledge do so) on account of its 
being of the shape of a cognition or of the shape of an effect, or of the shape of 
something produced by the contact of a sense-organ with (its) object ? 

If (knowledge is said to tell us of a sense-object contact) on account of 
its being of the natur e of knowledge, that is not proper , for even in its absence 
(i„e even in the absence of the sense-object contact), there is the possibility of 
there being the shape of knowledge in a cognition produced by analogy, etc. 
Now, if it (i.e.. knowledge) is said to make it (i.e.. contact) known on account 
of the former being of the nature of an effect, - that also is not proper, for that 
would be possible in the case of the analogical and the inferential cognitions, 
as also in the case of (the cognition of) blue water in mirage, etc (i.e.. even in 
these cases, knowledge is present as an effect, i.e. as something produced, but 

1. Really speaking, the absense of covering makes the sense-object contact pos¬ 
sible; the author argues as if his opponent is of the view that the presence of 
a covering makes the sense-object contact possible, rather necessary. 
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there is here no contact of a sense-organ with its object).. How can a thing 
which possibly exists without another give us a knowledge of the latter ? 
Otherwise, one should be free to infer (whatever one wishes) on the basis of 
even existence, etc,.., 1 



And, if it is said that it (i. e, knowledge) indicates (contact) on account 
of its being of the shape of something produced by the contact of a sense-or gan 
with (its) object, (we ask:) Is this shape of a sense-organ with its object non- 
different from the shape of knowledge or different from it ? If it is non-differ- 
ent, then what we have is merely the form of knowledge, and there is no 
additional shape manifested here, just as (there is no additional shape mani¬ 
fested) in the cases of the cognition produced by inference, etc. 2 And if there 
were an additional shape (manifested in it), it would cease to be of the form 
of knowledge . Now, if it (i. e the shape of being something produced by the 
sense-object contact) were something different (from the knowledge in ques¬ 
tion), then that very thing will help us to know (contact), and not the shape of 
knowledge. As a matter of fact, that also will not make it known, because the 

1. One should be free to say, for example, ‘x is of such a nature, because x exists’, 
x SukhMji : 

%. Probably an interpolation introduced as an explanation to ^ 

* M : SfWf 
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2 The form of knowledge is there even in the cases of inferential cognition, etc., 
though these latter are not produced by the contact of a sense-organ with its 
object.. Hence the contact of a sense-organ with its object cannot be inferred 
from the form of knowledge., 
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former is not (itself) known . 1 

Moreover, that cognition produced by the contact of a sense-organ with 
its object would have to be cognised (fully) in its own nature, then there 
—would be the remembrance of the rule of invariable concomitance (viz. Where 
there is a knowledge produced by the contact of a sense organ with its object, 
there must be the contact of a sense-organ with its object), then there would 
be the knowledge of application (paramarsa-jnana) 2 , and then there would be 
the knowledge of what is to be inferred. But a cognition does not persist for 
so long a time, for being transient it perishes And if it is supposed that infer¬ 
ence proceeds on the basis of such a substance-attributt nsarionship as is 
conceived by the intellect (i e. is a construction of the intellect, not a reality), 
then it comes to be illusory, like the inference of the Buddhists 3 
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[12. Showing that perception cannot possibly 
be produced by a sense-organ.] 


Again, the proposition that it (perception) is produced by a sense-organ 
cannot be justified, for the fact of its being produced by a sense-organ is not 
cognised (by us) as an independent feature of it.. Cognition is known as possessed 
of its own nature, not as possessed of another shape; and if it were so known (i e 


1 If it itself is not known, how can it help us to have knowledge of sense-obiect 

contact ? J 

2 Paramarsa-jnana consists in applying the concerned rule of invariable con¬ 
comitance to the given case, it is this that is considered to be the immediate 
cause of the final inferential cognition 

3 According to the Buddhists, inference is illusory (bhranta) (being the knowl¬ 
edge of the universal, which is unreal), though it is valid knowldege (pramana) 

because it is consistent (avisamvadi) and finally takes us to a particular point- 
instant (svalaksana).. 
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if it were known as possessed of another shape) there would be the contingency 
of the absence of the shape of knowledge (i e.. it would be knowledge no 
longer). Moreover, cognition is not seen to be related to a sense-organ, so that 
on being observed, it could give us a knowledge of the latter.. If it is ur ged that 
elsewhere activity is seen to be accomplished by an instrument (and so the ac¬ 
tivity of perception also must have an instrument, viz,, sense-organ), then let that 
(activity) alone whose relation to (its) instrument is known give us a knowledge 
(of its instrument). (But the activity of perception cannot give us a knowledge 
of a sense-organ, because their relation is not known).. When there is the relation 
of one (activity with its instrument), another (activity) cannot enable us to know 
(its own instrument when its relation with its own instrument is not known) sim¬ 
ply on the basis of some similarity.. For, verily, when there is the contact of 
Devadatta’s eye and the blue thing, Yajnadatta’s sense-organ (i e. the organ of 
sight) is never seen to reveal an object such as jar, etc, in the absence of a contact 
(between the two), simply on the ground that like it (i e, Devadatta’s eye), it is 
an instrument. Again, the proposition that knowledge possesses the shape of 
being produced by its object should be regarded as refuted in this way, 1 
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[13. Refutation of the causality of object also 
in the case of perception.] 

Moreover, does the object produce knowledge without any excellence 
(i- e a special feature) arising in it, or when it has an excellence arisen in it; (if 

1, Knowledge cannot be said to have been produced by an object , because no 
relation between the two is known, 

x M & S : dT 
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the latter), is that excellence which arises non-different that from it (i e. the 
object), or is the excellence that arises different from it ? If it is said to do so (i.e. 
produce knowledge) without any excellence arising in it, then it should always 
do so or never 1 ^ that if (i:e: _ ® object) should produce and then should not 
produce is not justifiable, for it cannot violate its own nature So also, it (i. e. the 
object) cannot do it (i.e.. produce knowledge) when the excellence arisen in it 
is non-different fr om it, for its shape (i. e.. nature) of being a non-producer would 
persist. 2 . And if it were not to persist, then the excellence in question would not 
be non-different from it.. Now if it is said that (knowledge) is produced by an 
object when some excellence different from it has arisen in it, (our answer is 
that) even so it does not stand to reason, for the object cannot give up its shape 
(i.e.. nature) of being a non-producer (of knowledge)., And if it is said to give it 
up, momentariness steps in Therefore, perception cannot be defined as ‘cogni¬ 
tion which arises from the contact of a sense-organ with the (i. e. its) object. 
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[2. Examination of the definition of Pramana (valid knowledge) 
according to the Mimamsakas] 


Others define Pramana (i.e.. valid knowledge) as the cogniser of (i.e. that 
which makes known) an object not cognised before.. But they should be looked 
upon as the propounders of what is unreasonable (i. e as those whose view is 
not tenable).. If it is asked how it is that their view is not tenable, we reply-some 


1 In the Sanskrit text, there should be only a comma (not semi-colon) after 
‘karoti’ and there should be a semi-colon after ‘na va’.. 

2, The object did not formerly produce knowledge Even when some excellence 
arises in it, it is non-different from the object, which should thus continue not 
to produce knowledge.. 
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deciding factors should be pointed out as to why amongst the cognitions of one 
object produced by various causal factors (appropriately chosen), the cogni¬ 
tion produced fir st is valid and not the succeeding one, even though they have 
this in common that they are of the form of the cognition of an object as it is, 
the validity of the cognition produced first is justifiable, not of that which 
comes after the first, then on this very logic the first cognition also would come 
to be invalid inasmuch as it too has this in common with the other that it 
cognises an object that is cognised,. As in the case of the simultaneously pro¬ 
duced several cognitions of the ‘blue’ where one extreme particular 
(svalaksana) blue is presented 1 , their form of being the cognition of the same 
object-viz. the blue does not differ, so also in the case of the cognitions (of the 
same object) produced one after another, their form of being the cognition of 
an object that is cognised will not recede (i.e,, will hold good). 



(objection -) The first and later cognitions have their specific respective 
objects; that is to say, the cognition produced first is recognised as taking note 
of the shape of a thing not cognised, whereas the later one arises as having for 
its object the shape of a thing that is cognised (Reply -) If it (i e.. the later 
cognition) be said to have for its object a thing that is cognised, how could it 
be said to have its (own) specific object ? And if it be said to have a specific 
object, how could it be the cognition of a thing that is cognised-for ‘having a 
specific object’ and ‘cognising what is cognised’ are mutually contradictory fea¬ 
tures ? If they are said to have their specific respective objects, then both 

1 The text should be ‘ekamlasvalaksanavabhasi 0 ’ (presenting one extreme par¬ 
ticular ‘blue’) and not ‘ekanllasvalaksanavabhasita 0 ’.. The argumet here is : The 
simultaneous cognitions of the object ‘blue’ are all cognitions of the same 
object, viz. the ‘blue’ - and yet they are all regarded as valid Similarly two 
successive cognitions of the same object have for their object a thing cognised 
by the other And there is no reason why the first of them should be valid and 
not the succeeding one 
x, M : 3}*n° 
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(cognitions) are valid in as much as they have this in common that they both 
cognise a thing not cognised. If they are said to have one and the same object, 
then either both are valid or both are invalid, in as much as they have this in 
eommon-thatthey both xognise a cognised thing. This unexpected eventof 
(which is made clear by) the maxim of the failure of the eye sight on account 
of the tumor 1 can’t be solved by the staunch followers of the Revelation 



(objection-) If cognition is accepted as valid even when it has a cognised 
thing for its object, then memory also would come to be a source of valid 
knowledge or the result produced by a source of valid knowledge 2 (Reply-) 
who can prevent that ? Does memory here as it arises have for its object that 
shape of a thing presented by the first cognition, or does it have another object 
or is it objectless ? If it is said to have for its object the shape of a thing 
presented by a previously arisen cognition, then it is not possible to prevent it 
from being a result produced by a source of valid knowledge, for as has been 
pointed out, it has this in common (with that previously arisen cognition) that 
it cognises a thing that is cognised 3 Thus for the Mlmarhsakas (who recognise 
only six pramanas) there would be the contingency of recognising a seventh 
source of valid knowledge (Pramanaj.. 
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Now it might be said to have for its object a thing not noted by a previous 


1 This maxim is found explained in the Anekantajayapataka (p 56) ' which ex¬ 
plains - that “by avoiding the defect in question another greater defect occurs ” 

2 The author makes no special use of the distinction between a source of valid 
knowledge and the result produced by such a source. 

3. But the MImamsakas do not recognise memory to be a result produced by a 
source of valid knowledge They recognise only six pramanas. 
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cognition. But if this be so, how is it possible to set aside its being a result 
produced by a source of valid knowledge ? Moreover, in that case it would 
not be of the form of memory - just like the first cognition. For memory has for 
its object a thing perceived or heard of before, and it does not have for its 
object a thing not cognised before.. 
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If y ou propose that it is objectiess, then memory would not be invalid on 
account of its being the cognition of a thing that is cognised, but on account of 
its being objectless, like the apprehension of kesonduka. Moreover , if it be (said 
to be) objectless, how could it be (said to be) the cogniser (i.e cognition) of a 
thing-that is cognised ? And if it is the cogniser of a thing that is cognised, then 
it should be said to be objectless As a matter of fact, it (i. e.. memory) is not ob¬ 
jectless, for such memories as 1 used to render service to my mother and father’.. 
I have five servants’ - refer to the shape of an object presented in a previous 
cognition in as much as the shape of an object presented in a previous cognition 
is reflected in memory-cognition.. It may be urged that at the time of memory- 
cognition, the thing which was the object of the previous knowledge would have 
perished, and so could not become the object of it (i.e.. memory)., (our reply is) 
In that case, as said above, memory would become invalid on account of its being 
objectless, and not because it cognises a thing that is cognised 



x Probably on interpolation introduced as an explanation to : - Eli 

Franco 
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Mor eover , if the valid knowledge having an already noted thing for its ob¬ 
ject is explained away as non-valid, then inferential cognition would come to be 
invalid. How is that ? We explain - That very universal ‘fireness’ which at the 
time of gr asping the relation of invar iable concomitance was per ceptually noted 
as being never absent where the mark of inference (probans) is present 
(Lingajahadvrttitvena), that very (‘fireness’) does one know by inference, or does 
one know the nature of fire, or the fact of possession (i..e„ the fact that fire is 
possessed by the spot under observation), or the existence simultaneous with the 
functioning of the mark of inference (linga), or subordinateness to the mark of 
inference, or the dependence on the individual ‘fire’, of the gener ality ‘fireness’ ? 2 
If it (i„e. inference) is regarded as having for its object the univer sal noted previ¬ 
ously, then it could never be valid; for in that case, just like memory, it would 
cognise a thing that is cognised. If it (inference) were invalid, it would not be 
justifiable to establish the general fact of being in possession of fire (agnimattva) 
(e g . the general fact that a particular mountain is fiery or has fire - parvatah 
agniman); nor, if this were not justifiable, could the individual ‘fire’ be estab¬ 
lished by presumption (arthapatti) 2 And in that case there would be an absence 
of all worldly dealings (Vyavahara) 3 like ‘There is fire there’, ‘ Bring fire’.. If in 
order that there might not be this absence of worldly dealings, inference is 
recognised as valid even with respect to a thing already taken note of, then the 
epithet “cognising a thing not cognised before” inserted by the srotriyas (i e.. 
Mimamsakas) (in their definition of valid knowledge) would be meaningless.. 



1 ‘of the generality ‘fireness’ is to be construed with all the alternatives beginning 
from the existence simultaneous with the functioning of the mark of inference ’ 

2, “The mountain could not be fiery without there being an individual fire; therfore, 
there must be an individual fire The universal cannot reside independently of the 
individual” - This should be form of the presumption here spoken of. 

3. Vyavahara : Practical dealings of behaviour and the verbal expressions describ¬ 
ing things and situations. 
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Now if you infer the nature of fire, was it previously noted in the form 
of something that is never absent where the mark of inference is preset, or was 
it not ? If it was previously noted, then inference would come to have for its 
object that is cognised (and therefore would be invalid) ,, If (you say) it was not 
known, then fire lacking invariable concomitance 1 would be known by infer¬ 
ence. And if that be accepted, then the inference in question may as well have 
for its object, grass, water, etc., (i e the existence of even grass, water, etc. may 
then be inferred from smoke) 












if (you say-) it is the fact of possession (e. g„ the fact that fire is possessed 
by the mountain) that is inferred, was it previously noted or not ? If it is said 
to be noted, how can the epithet ‘cognising a thing not cognised’ be tenable 
with reference to inference ? If it is (said to be) not noted, then we have said 
that the inference in question may as well have for its object, grass, water etc.. 



If the existence simultaneous with the functioning of the mark of inference 
is (said to be) inferred in respect of the univer sal fir e; (we ask:) Is that existence 


1 Avyapaka - i e„ whose invariable concomitance with smoke is not known. The 
mark of inference (linga-e g„ smoke) is less extensive th'an what is to be in¬ 
ferred (sadhya-e g.. fire) which is more extensive Fire is present in all those 
places where smoke is found, and in many more, eg, in hot iron, electric bulb, 
candle, etc) where there is no smoke., Vyapya: ‘determinate concomitant’; 
Vyapaka: ‘determinant concomitant’ (Tatia and mookerjee in ‘critique of the 
organ of knowledge’), If without knowing fire to be the determinant concomi¬ 
tant of smoke, fire be inferred on having observed smoke, then grass, water, etc 
might as well as be inferred on having observed smoke 

x„ S : 3 ?Pt 
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simultaneous with functioning of inferential cognition 1 different from the gener¬ 
ality ‘fireness’, or is it non-different. If it is (said to be) non-different, then infer¬ 
ence would only have for its object the existence previously cognised; (and in 

__ thatcase) how would the epithet-hognising a thing not cognised’not be flieam 

ingless ? (r e, rt would certainly be meaningless). Now, if it is (said to be) differ¬ 
ent, was it previously known or was it not known ? If it was previously known 
then the epithet ‘cognising a thing not cognised’ would not be true of an infer¬ 
ence having if for its object. If it is (said to be) not known, then how could it, 
comparable to water, etc, be inferred from smoke ? 2 



Now if subordinateness to the mark of inferences on the part of the 
universal fireness’ is said to be known through inference, then (we ask :) Is 
that subordinateness to the mark of inference different from the universal 
fueness or is it non-different ? If it is (said to be) non-different, then how 
could inference, having for its object that very universal ‘fireness’ which was 
known previously be a case of valid knowledge ? If it is (said to be) different 
then was is noted at the time of grasping the relation of invariable concomi¬ 
tance as being the determinant concomitant (Vyapaka) of the mark of infer¬ 
ence (linga) or was it not (thus noted) ? If it was (thus) noted, how can 
mference have for its object a thing not cognised ? If it was n ot known as being 

1. Anumana = anuma-kaiana = linga 

2 If the existence of the universal ‘fireness’ simultaneous with the operation of 
the probans is distinct from fireness and it is not cognised before, its relation 
or invarrable concomitance with the probans would also not be known and so 
far as inference is concerned, it is comparable to water, etc, - just as water 
etc cannot be inferred from smoke, so it too cannot be inferred from smoke’ 
x„ M : 
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the determinant concomitant of the mark of inference, then in the event of 
inference being supposed to have it for its object, why is smoke not supposed 
to yield a knowledge of the three worlds, for the absence of relation is com¬ 
mon (to both the cases) V 


3m[M 39b] 




x 
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If dependence on the individual ‘fire’ on the part of the universal ‘fireness 5 
is (said to be) inferred from smoke, was this dependence of the universal 
‘fireness’ noted as being the determinant concomitant of smoke, or was it not? 
If it was noted, then inference would again fail to reach beyond the range of 
the cognition of a thing that is cognised (-i..e„ inference would again be the 
cognition of a thing that is cognised). If (you say that) the dependence of the 
universal ‘fireness’ was not known as being the determinant concomitant of 
smoke, then as said before, how could it be inferred ? 
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1 If the mark of inference can give us a knowledge of the thing to be inferred 
(probandum) even when we have no idea of the relation between the two, then 
it might as well give us a knowledge of all the three worlds, 
x . M : 

%. M & S: 
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* So in M:, ss conjecture unnecessary - Eli Franco 
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[1. Demonstrating the invalidity of the words ‘Go’ (i.e. cow), etc, as 

the alleged means of expressing ‘Gotva’ (i.e. cowness), etc.] 

This reveals (i.e. uncovers) the invalidity of the words ‘go’ (i.e.. cow), etc. 
in'Fslnach as^they seek tO“express ‘gotva’ (i:e. cowness), etc,, that were cognised- 
earlier How is that ? We explain-Is the word ‘go’ demonstrated as conveying 
the meaning ‘gotva’ that was apprehended at the time of grasping the conven¬ 
tion (sanketa) (i.e. the fact that a particular thing is conventionally called by 
a particular name), or as conveying a meaning 1 different from that ? Now, if 
the word ‘go’ is said to tell us of the nature of ‘gotva’ that was present at the 
time of our grasping the convention, then the word ‘go’ cannot be a source of 
valid knowledge for in that case it will be telling us of the shape of an object 
that is known If it is said to be a source of valid knowledge even when it tells 
us of the shape of an object that is known 2 , then the scope of the epithet- 
‘cognising an object that is not cognised’ will have to be pointed out (i.e it will 
have no scope, it will be meaningless).. If it is said to convey a meaning differ¬ 
ent from that (i. e different from that conveyed at the time of our grasping the 
convention), then it amounts to maintaining that a meaning as regards which 
no convention is formed, is known by us through the instrumentality of the 
word ‘go’ and then you will not be able to avoid your going against both your 
own tenet and the common experience., If it is said that ‘gotva’ (i..e. cowness) 
itself is known by us through the word ‘go’ even thus, as has been elaborated 
by us, there will be present there the cause that prevents it from being a source 
of valid knowledge, viz,, its being the cogniser of a thing that is cognised. If it 
(i.e the word ‘go’) is no source of valid knowledge, then the existence of 
‘gotva’ (i.e.. cowness) cannot be established. And if it (i.e the existence of 
cowness) is not established, the existence of its substratum (i. e.. of the indi¬ 
vidual cow) too cannot be established by means of presumption (arthapatti) 3 



l] 


fcftsfa 40b]^-f^ 

1.. ‘Artha’ means both the meaning of a word as well as the object denoted by it. 

2 The text should be Viditarthakara 0 and not Veditarthakarao’ the latter meaning 
‘the shape of an object that is made known’., 

3, Gotva (i.e. cowness)-a genus- is there, it cannot stay without the particular 
individuals being its substratum.. Therefore, the existence of ‘cowness’ presup¬ 
poses the existence of the cow-individuals Now if the existence of ‘cowness’ is 
not rationally demonstrated, then that of its substratum-the individuals cow- 
too remains undemonstrated, 


Tattavopaplavasimha 


59 




I 


ddPd ? sm 3TOf[M 41a]^R^ 
dT ’^mRu FffiT ST 


-d I m 

red ■^jdfddiRni^^RiRTt)^ 


drdfdwn sRihRi: Fffif i yd "d TrfcT 27] 

[2. Denying the Justifiability of the Demonstration of the 
Substratum by means of Presumption.] 


For this reason also, the demonstration of the substratum (of ‘cowness’) 
by means of presumption (arthapatti) is not justifiable., Does presumption bring 
about the knowledge of the substratum (e g, the individual cow) noted earlier, 
or of a new substratum ? Now, if presumption refers to a substratum that was 
noted earlier, then it cannot be a source of valid knowledge (pramana) for it 
demonstrates a thing that was demonstrated. If it is said to give knowledge of 
a body that was not (hitherto) perceived, then one could as well posit an 
elephant or a horse (as the substratum of ‘cowness’) on the ground that ‘gotva’ 
(i. e ‘cowness’) could not be otherwise accounted for 1 .. And if it is said that the 
present existence of a thing formerly noted is cognised by presumption, then 
(we ask :) Is this present existence different from what was previously noted, 
or is it non-different ? If it is (said to be) non-different, then how do the 
knowers of the veda (i. e. the mimamsakas) 2 state presumption to be a source 
of valid knowledge even when it demonstars a thing that was already noted ? 
If it is a different thing, then how could it be known on the ground of ‘gotva’ 
(i e. cowness) being otherwise not accounted for ? Or if its knowledge be 
admitted (i .e if presumption be admitted to yield a knowledge of the earlier- 
not-cognised pr esent existence of cow), then we have shown more than once 

1 An individual cow is posited because the existence of ‘cowness’ will not be 

otherwise possible, but if an individual cow is something not hitherto perceived, 
why not posit an elephant or a horse (or anything else) by way of accounting 
for the existence of ‘cowness’ ? ° 

2 The Mimamsakas who are so much concerned with the problem of the authori¬ 
tative character of the vedic injunctions and prohibitions 
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that ther e should be a knowledge of an elephant and a horse also (by means 
of a presumption pertaining to ‘cowness’). This being so, the following state¬ 
ment (of kumarila) is childish viz. “The present existence is not known by a 
previous cognition. ” (Slokavartika, su-4, stanza 234). 


1^1] 
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[3. Suggestion as to the Refutation of the 
validity of Recognition.] 

The validity of recognition (pratyabhinana) also should be regarded as 
refuted by this (line of argument),. 
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x Perhaps a lacuna at this point - Eli Franco 
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[3. Examination of the Buddhist definition of a source 
of valid knowledge. ] 

[1. Demonstrating the meaninglessness of the epithet 
‘cognising a thing not cognised’.] 

Similarly, in the case of the Buddhists also, the epithet ‘cognising a thing 
not cognised’ is meaningless for there is no possibility of there being a type of 
knowledge that is to be excluded (by it),, Certainly a previous and a later 
cognition do not have one and the same object; they do not have one extreme 
particular (svalaksana) for their common object, nor one universal 
(samaanya); (this is so) because an extreme particular being possessed of one 
undifferentiated nature is without the potency to give rise to a number of 
cognitions occurring in succession 

If it is said that (the epithet is included in the definition) in order to 
exclude a number of cognitions produced simultaneously in respect of one 
object,- that also is not proper; for this would mean that the cognition pro¬ 
duced in respect of one object in (the minds of) many men (at the sametime) 
is invalid (-which it is not). And if the epithet is said to be inserted (i e in¬ 
cluded in the definition) so as to exclude the many cognitions having one 
universal for their object, that also is not proper , There is neither one cognition 
in respect of a universal, nor are there many cognitions, for it itself is non¬ 
existent (-lit, there is no possibility of it, i e„ the universal itself) 1 . If (the cog- 


FTREf ~ Eli Franco M & S 

# SFjqrafo: — Eli Franco M : 

= S Eli : 

@. — Eli Franco M : 

* M. ^c[rrfof¥RFli Sukhlaji : 
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1 The Buddhists do not regard samanya or universal as a real entity, they regard 
it as a mental construct (vikapla adhyavasaya) formed as a result of the syn¬ 
thesis effected by the intellect, of the cognitions of similar entities They regard 
universal, e g ‘cowness’ as the negation or exclusion of what is other then it 
(anyavyavrtti or apoha), ‘cowness’ is nothing but a negation of ‘non-cow 5 (see 
Buddhist Logic, Vol.. II, PP 418-419 F N. ll -Stcherbastsky) 
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nition of a universal) does not have the shape of a universal, we should be 
shown why it is that it is the cognition of this specific object (i. e. of a universal), 
On the other hand, if this (cognition) does have the shape of it (i e a univer¬ 
sal), the universal turns out to be something real. And if a cognition (qua the 
possessor of a^shap‘e~fr'om”w1iidririslion-different) is identical with (i e , non-' 
different from) the shape of an unreal thing, there arises the contingency of 
this cognition itself turning out to be something unreal 

Moreover, of the two (cognitions) functioning with respect to one object, 
is one (said to be) not at all a case of valid knowledge, or is it (said to be) not 
another case of valid knowledge ? If it is said to be not at all a case of valid 
knowledge, then both being alike of the form of the cognition of one common 
object, both would be or not be a case of valid knowledge, for the alternative 
(of one being and the other not being a case of valid knowledge) is not 
tenable, If it is said to be not another case of valid knowledge, that also is not 
tenable, When many perceptual and other cognitions are produced by one 
object, is the manyness of individuals not tenable (i. e.. is the fact of there being 
many cognitions not tenable) or the manyness of shape ? If the manyness of 
individuals is (said to be) untenable, that is not true; for the plurality of indi¬ 
viduals of several visual cognitions produced by the same blue object is seen. 
If (it is said that) it is not possible that (sever al cognitions of the same object) 
have several forms, (then) it is not correct, because it is seen that (several) 
(visual) cognitions of a blue (object) have several forms. And the blue (object) 
which produces these (cognitions) is not many, because you accept that (the 
particular blue object) as having a unique nature Now if it is said that (what 
is meant is that) when, there is one object, the (two) names ‘perception’ and 
‘inference’ do not stand to reason 1 , -then this is not proper; for these names are 
justifiable in as much as what they name are the effects of different (sets of) 
causes Just as many cognitions on the part of Devdatta, produced by one blue 
are called ‘(many kinds of) cognitions of Devadatta’ in as much as they are the 
effects of different causes, or they are called ‘cognition of Devadatta, and the 
like’ in as much as they are the effects having different agents (i .e. knowers) 2 . 
So also is the case here (i e.. cognition pertaining to the same object may be 
called either ‘perceptual’ or ‘inferential’ keeping in view its causal conditions).. 

1 That is to say, it does not stand to reason that one type of cognition pertaining 
to an object be called ‘perception’ and another type pertaining to that very 
object ‘inference’,. 

2 There seems to be some confusion in the wording of the text For as it stands, the 

first illustration is not not an illustration but the thesis Jayarasi seeks to prove. 
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[2. Refutation of the Definition of valid knowledge as 
‘knowledge which is not discrepant’ 1 ] 


Now, others state valid knowledge to be ‘knowledge which is not discrep¬ 
ant’ [avisamvadi jnanam-pramana-varttika, 2.1] what is the meaning of‘non¬ 
discrepancy’ ? - Does it mean being the knowledge of a thing as it is in reality, 
or being free from contradiction or being produced by the thing that is cognised 
or its turning us towards the thing cognised, or its making us (i e. enabling us to) 
reach the thing (cognised) 2 ? Now, if it means ‘being the cognition of a thing as 
it is in reality’, then it does not hold good in the case of inferential cognition 3 . If 
it is said to mean ‘being free from contradiction’, that also does not hold good in 
the case of inferential cognition. If it is said to mean ‘being produced by the thing 
cognised’, that also does not hold good of inferential cognition, for the shape of 
a universal (i.e. a universal-which alone can be cognised through inference) 
lacks the capacity to produce anything. Similarly, the char acteristic, ‘being pro¬ 
duced by the thing revealed (i. e. cognised) does not hold good of the apprehen- 

x. M & S : E - cR 
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1 Avisamvadi - not discrepant, not incompatiable 

2 See Nyayabindutlka, su. 11. 

3 For the Buddhist is of the view that the object of inferential cognition is a 
universal, which is not according to him a real thing., 
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sion of pleasure (raga), etc. for nothing whatsoever passesses the capacity to 
produce itself 1 So also, the characteristic ‘being produced by the thing cognised 
is not possible in the case of yogic perception for the past and future objects (of 
“which“thereisimowledge in yogicperception) cannot act as producers; and if ~ 
they be capable of producing (knowledge), they would cease to be the past and 
future objects. If ‘non-discrepancy’ means ‘its turning us towards the object 
cognised’, then even erroneous cognition is capable of turning us (towards the 
object cognised by it), (so, it also should be valid),. The wrongly produced cog¬ 
nition of water turns us (towards the object cognised), and yet it is not non- 
discrepant (and therefore valid). (And) even when true knowledge of water is 
produced, the cogniser concerned might, for some reason, not make a turn (to¬ 
wards the object) and then even that (true knowledge) would be (i,.e. would 
have to be regarded as) discrepant. 



If ‘non-discrepancy’ means ‘its making us (i,e. enabling us to) reach the 
object’, does it signify making us reach any object, or making us reach the 
object that appears (in knowledge), or making us reach an object (-according 
to the text, water-) of the same genus, or making us reach the object that 
produced it (i. e the knowledge in question) ? Or is non-discrepancy the cer¬ 
tainty (i. e., the invariable occurrence) of the causal factors producing it (i. e the 

1. It is a Buddhist position that the cognition produced by an object and pleasure, 
pain etc produced by it are one and the same thing.. (- they are at the most 
two aspects of the same phenomenon). Normally, therefore, the Buddhist must 
say that the cognition of pleasure, etc is nothing different from these pleasure, 
etc. Hence Javarasi argues that if the cognition of pleasure, etc is nothing 
different from these pleasures etc, and if a cognition is produced by its object, 
then here is a case of pleasure, etc producing themselves,, 

x.. M : 
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knowledge in question) ? Now, if it means ‘its making us reach any object’, then 
even the knowledge of ‘kesonduka’ or of two moon comes to be non-discrep- 
ant. If it means ‘its making us reach the object that appears (in knowledge)’, 
then non-discrepancy does not obtain in the case of inferential cognition (i. e.. 
inferential cognition could not be regarded as non-discrepant-), because it (i .e., 
inferential cognition) does not make us reach the object that appears in it., For 
it is the shape of a universal (samanya) that appears in inferential cognition, 
but it is not reached because it is itself non-existent. Similarly, yogic perception 
arising with respect to a past or future object does not make us reach the object 
(which is not existent at the present time) . So also, when there arises the 
apprehension of pleasure, etc, the pleasure, etc that appear there (i.e. are 
experienced) are not reached 1 .. Moreover, even in perceptual cognition, the 
object that appears there (in knowledge) is not reached, for being momertary, 
it will have perished. And if it is said that there is non-discrepancy by virtue of 
its making us reach water having the same genus (jati), that is not proper, for 
there is no genus-waterness (according to the Buddhists) 
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It may be argued : A genus (i .e.. the genus water) is (only) the exclusion 
of non-waterness. (We ask -) Is it (i .e. the genus water) non-different from the 
water individuals or different from them ? If it is (said to be) non-different, 
then it is but an individual, not a genus. If it is (said to be) different is it real 
or unreal? If it is (said to be) real, you give up your position (of not 
recognising a genus as a real entity) ,, If it is (said to be) unreal, how can one 
have a knowledge of it ? Moreover, the manyness of water-individuals is not 
a tenable proposition . How it is not a tenable proposition has been pointed out 
in the section on the Nyaya definition of perception 2 .. 


1. To apprehend pleasure, etc is to have pleasure, etc. and so there is no question 
of having them once more.. 

x, S : omits 
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2 See PP,~ Pratyaksalaksanasya Parlksa 
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[3 Refuting the Buddhist enumeration of the sources of valid 
knowledge and the knowables.] 

Similarly, even the number assigned in the Buddhist theory to the 
sources of valid knowledge (mana) and to the knowables is not tenable,. How 
is that ? We explain-the Buddhists hold that-) There are only two sources of 
valid knowledge and there is no other source of valid knowledge,, (We ask-) 
Is there this duality with reference to the difference of individuals or the dif¬ 
ference of shape, or the difference of object ? If it is (said to be) with reference 
to the difference of individuals, then there should be innumerable sources of 
valid knowledge in as much as there is an infinite number of individual pieces 
of knowledge,-so that duality is not tenable 1 .. Moreover, there can obtain no 
difference between pieces of knowledge for a knowledge differs from non¬ 
knowledge by virtue of its being of the nature of knowledge, but how could 
it differ from another knowledge ? Could it do so by its being of the nature of 
knowledge, or by virtue of another shape? If it is (said to be) different by 
virtue of its being of the shape of knowledge, then there would be the contin¬ 
gency of the other s (i. e. the other pieces of knowledge) being of the nature of 
non-knowledge, like earth etc (which are of the nature of non-knowledge and 
are different from knowledge), If (knowledge) is different (from another 
knowledge) by virtue of another shape, then (the contingency of its being of) 
the nature of non-knowledge arises in its case, (-that is to say, it itself would 
have to be regarded as non-knowledge), like earth, etc,, If the two sources of 
knowledge 2 are (said to be) different on account of difference of shape, that 
also is only untenable; perception and inference have no shape other than the 
shape of knowledge And if it were recognised (i .e. if perception and inference 
are recognised as having any other shape), then there would be the absence 
of the shape of knowledge. Certainly, knowledge is not of the nature of an 
assemblage of shapes, for it is by nature something undifferentiated, 3 

1 There are infinite cases of knowledge-so that if the number of the sources 
of knowledge be determined with reference to these, one should recognise 
innumerable sources of knowledge 

2. There should be the reading ‘manayor bhedah’ for ‘jnanayor bhedah’ 

3 The Tattvopaplavavadin says that knowledge can have only one undifferenti¬ 
ated character, it can be just knowledge, it is not possessed of an aggregate of 
different characters. Thus, two pieces of knowledge cannot differ from each 
other in character, in as much as such a difference would mean that one of 
them adeast is not knowledge. In one word, he is not prepared to accept that 
knowledge may be of different types. 
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Now, if duality (of the sources of valid knowledge) is justified on the 
gr ound of a difference of objects, then it will have to be pointed out what thing 
acts as object in the case of inferential cognition-Does it have for its object the 
extreme particular (Svalaksana), fire, etc, or a universal; which is existent (i.e, 
real), or an unreal universal ? Or is it objectless, or does it have itself (lit,, the 
self aspect) for its object ? If it (i e. inferential cognition) is said to have the 
extreme particular, fire, etc, for its object, then there would be no difference 
between perception and inference, for in that case they would be having no 
different objects It may be argued that whereas fire alone (i.e. fire in general) 
is cognised in inferential cognition, fire is cognised in perception as possessed 
of the particular character like ‘produced by hay* etc 1 ,, (-our rejoinder is-) If 
this is so, the fact of having the extreme particular for its object holds good in 
the case of inference, if all these (i e. fires possessed of different particularities) 
be the various types of fire itself 2 . If (it is said that) it (i„e„ inference) has real 
universal for its object, even then there would be no difference between per¬ 
ception and inference, for in that case, a universal would be of the form of an 



1 The opponent’s arguments is that inference can give knowledge of just fire, it 
cannot tell you whether the fire is fuelled by wood or hay or the like; that is 
to say, the distinguishing characteristics of different fires cannot be cognised by 
inference, whereas perception can acquaint us with these also, 

2, ie whether it is fire arising out of hay or any other fire, it is fire all the same, 
so there would not be any difference between perception and inference as both 
would have the extreme particular for their object. 
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extreme particular 1 ,. Moreover, a real universal cannot possibly be an object 
of cognition, for being eternal, it can neither give rise to knowledge nor im¬ 
press its own shape on it 2 .. Again, if it is said to have a real universal for its 
object, its erroneousness could not be tenable. And then you should not say., 
“Though erroneous, it is valid knowledge on account of its connection 
with a (particular) thing. 3 If it (i.e., inference) is said to have an unreal 
universal for its object, then it would not be erroneous, for in that case what 
would happen is that an unreal thing is known 4 in its own(tme) form.. More¬ 
over, what is unreal cannot become an object of knowledge, for it is devoid of 
the capacity to give rise (to knowledge) or to impression its own shape (on 
knowledge).. Or if it were not devoid of this capacity, it would be a real entity, 
and in the event of that contingency, the difference of perception and inference 
would not be tenable. 



t erf! 
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If it (i.e.. inference) is (said to be) objectless, then there are no two 
different sources of valid knowledge, for then there will be no possibility of 
there being an object in the case of inferential cognition (and what lacks an 
object cannot be a distinct source of valid knowledge). And precisely because 
it is objectless, it will not be erroneous either., Certainly, knowledge taken by 

1 According to the Buddhists, only an extreme particular is existent and real 
Hence if a universl be regarded as exsitent and real, it too must be of the form 
of an extreme particular, 

2 A universal is regarded as eternal by both the Naiyayikas and the Buddhists, 
and as such it must have one eternal character,. It should always give rise to 
knowledge and always impress its shape on it or never do it. It cannot at times 
do so and at other times not do it That an object impresses its own shape on 
the knowledge of itself is a Sautrantika Buddhist position 

3 The Buddhists regard inference as erroneous (bhranta) though valid,, It is erro¬ 
neous, because it pertains to a universal which is unreal, and is valid as it 
finally leads the cogniser to an extreme particular (svalaksana).. See 
Nyayabindutika-1 1 

4 The reading should be ‘vedyamanatvat’ for Vidyamanatvat’. 
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itself cannot be either erroneous or non-erroneous, but it is so only with ref¬ 
erence to something else (i. e with reference to its object) 1 . If it is said to have 
itself for its object, even then perception and inference could not be different,., 
for in that case~Both would be having an extreme particular for their object 2 ' 
And in that case inferential cognition could not be erroneous, for certainly it 
is not deceived with respect to itself 3 

cTSJT wrsjwift 1%OT} 
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Similarly, the object of peiception will have to be pointed out-Does it 
P e _ perception) have for its object an extreme particular like colour, etc, or 
itself or both ? If it is said to cognise colour, etc alone, that is not proper,’for 
it rt (i.e. perception itself) were not known, there would be no knowledge of 
this (i.e colour). 4 If it is said to cognise the body of knowledge alone (i.e. 
knowledge alone), that also does not stand to reason; for it is established that 
an object is what gives rise (to knowledge) and impresses its own shape (on 
knowledge), but a thing (here, knowledge) cannot possibly give rise to itself- 
just as an effect has a necessary reference to its cause and a cause to its effect’ 
so also is the case here. Moreover, if perceptual cognition makes just itself the 
object of itself, then this is true of inference also, and in that case the distinction 


I Knowledge is non-erroneous if it is true of its object; it is erroneous if it is not 
thus true 

2. Does it have itself for its object ? But it itself is an extreme particular, and so 
this fact could not form the basis of there being a difference of nature between 
perception and inference 

3, Inferential cognition cognises itself as itself really is - even if the Buddhist says 
that it does not cognise its object as it really is, 

4 perception cannot have colour, etc for its object without at the sametime hav¬ 
ing itself for its object. This is a Sautrantika-Buddhist position and Jayarasi is 
using it, y 
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between perception and inference would not be tenable. If both (i.e. colour, 
etc and itself) are said (to be) made the object, that also is not proper; for the 
cognition of one object is established as excluding the shape of another object. 
And if the cognition of colour were itself the cognition of knowledge, then 
colour would be of the form of knowledge, or knowledge of the form of 
colour, or the cognition of colour would not be able to establish (the existence 
of) colour.. Moreover, we do not see a duality of shape in the case of one thing 
(-here, knowledge).. 


^ ^ Hc^TOT(^) ft*^[M 49a]WRt I 3TTcRPf TJfgWRl 

il^HH | cT^TT, "4 51MHcj[S 32] 
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Moreover, it is not tenable to make a definitive assertion to the effect that 
there are two and only two (sources of valid knowledge).. Perceptual cognition 
arises grasping itself, it does not make inference its object., So also, inference 
arises making itself the object (i.e. knowing its own identity); it does not illu¬ 
minate (i.e. know) perceptual cognition 1 . Thus the number two cannot be 
spoken of (in connection with enumer ating the sources of valid knowledge) . If 
(you say that) the duality in question is ascertained by thought (vikalpa) 2 ,~that 
is not proper, for it too being of the nature of a self-cognisant entity does not 
cognise the duality in question. Or if it were (said) to cognise (the duality in 
question) you give up your own position (that a piece of knowledge can be 
cognised only by itself). And it (i.e.. the duality in question) (thus) not being 
accounted for, (to say) that there are only two (sources of valid knowledge) 
is a silly prank. 





cTSJT, 




x, M : 

1. That is to say, there is never an awareness of two cognitions at the sametime, 
and so it is not possible to establish that cognitions are of two types, viz. 
perceptual and inferential, 

2 ‘vikapla’ is the Buddist’s general word for ‘thought’, ‘intellection’; inference is a 
sub-species of it 
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[4. Examination of the Buddhist definition of perception.] 


Similarly, it should not be said that perception is devoid of construction 
and is ‘non-erroneous’ (Nyayabindu-1.4) for there is nothing whatsoever that 
can possibly be excluded by (an inclusion of) the term ‘devoid of construction. ’ 
(Objection) why, construction (Kalpana) itself if to be excluded. (Reply-) 
what is this construction ? Is construction, the cognition that is produced by 
such peculiar characteristics (visesana) as quality, movement, genus, etc ? Or 
is construction the cognition that gives rise to memory ? Or is it the cognition 
that is of the form of memory ? Or is it the cognition that is produced by 
memory ? Or is it the cognition that reflects (i e grasps) association with a 
verbal designation (abhilapa-sariisarga-nirbhasa) ? Or is it the cognition that 
is possessed of a verbal designation (abhilapa) ? Or is it the cognition of a non- 
lucid shape (i„e. a cognition that is not lucid) ? Or is it of the form of the 
cognition of an unreal object ? Or is it itself unreal ? Or is it the cognition that 
takes note of a thing with the help of the ‘three-aspected mark’ 1 (trirupalinga) ? 
Or is it the cognition that reflects (i e. grasps) a past or a future thing ? 




ref fa*TT[M 50a]R 


f; cl fc<*> ^ 
f ? cl£lfd 



1. This is stcherbatsky’s rendering of the term The three aspects of a mark of 
inference are (i) a compulsory presence in the referred locus (Pakse sattvam 
eva), (ii) a presence in the similar cases alone (sapakse eva sattvam), and (a) 
a compulsory absence in the dissimilar cases (Vipaksat Vyavrttih eva) 
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Now, if the cognition pr oduced by the peculiar characteristics-quality, move¬ 
ment genus, etc., is said to be construction, (we ask:) Is it construction by virtue 
of its being produced by the existing char acteristics quality, movement, genus, 
etc; or by virtue of its being produced by the non-existing such char acteristics ? If 
it is construction by virtue of its being produced by the non-existing char acteris¬ 
tics quality, movement, genus, etc-that is not proper; for what is non-existent 
cannot at all be generative and this precisely is why there can be no construction 
(in the present sense) (i. e in the sense of being something produced by certain 
non-existing characteristics).. If it is (said to be) construction by virtue of its being 
produced by the existing characteristics quality, movement, genus, etc, (we ask:) 
Does this constructional cognition (kalpanaqnana) have an object, or is it object¬ 
less ? If it as having an object that it is constructional cognition, that is not proper; 
certainly even though it is produced by quality movement, genus, etc. the cogni¬ 
tion in question is no construction, in as much as it does not cease to be some¬ 
thing produced by the potency of an object 1 If it is as being objectless, that it is 
(said to be) construction, then objectlessness itself is the cause of its being pro¬ 
duced by the characteristics quality, movement, genus, etc, Moreover, if it is con¬ 
struction, and not the fact of its being (said to be) objectless, then it cannot be 
constructional cognition, nor even non-constructional cognition; it would be just 
cognition. And if it is (said to be) construction on account of its being cognition, 
then all cognition should be constructional cognition 2 .. 


[S 33]3fsj ^ ^ 


If the cognition giving rise to memory is (said to be) construction, that is 
not proper; memory arises also from the perception of colour, etc, and yet it 
(i. e. this perception) is not (regarded as) construction For it is said, “When a 
thing is (once) perceived in the proximity of another thing, the latter’s percep- 


1 The cognition which is produced by its object of die form of a really existing 
thing is perception, not thought (vikalpa)-so that the cognition in question 
being produced by its object of the form of the really existing quality, etc ought 
to be perception, not thought 

2 This is a refutation of Dinnaga who has spoken of the five types of Kalpana, viz 
those having a reference to (i) a name (naman) (ii) a genus (jati), (iii) a 
quality (guna), (iv) a movement (kriya) and (v) a substance (dravya),-see 
pramanasamuccya, 1-3 

‘STRfcT 

x So in M : S s conjecture unnecessary 
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[4. Examination of the Buddhist definition of perception.] 

Similarly, it should not be said that perception is devoid of construction 
and is ‘non-erroneous’ (Nyayabindu-1.4) for there is nothing whatsoever that 
can possibly be excluded by (an inclusion of) the term ‘devoid of construction, ’ 
(Objection) why, construction (Kalpana) itself if to be excluded,. (Reply-) 
what is this construction ? Is construction, the cognition that is produced by 
such peculiar characteristics (visesana) as quality, movement, genus, etc ? Or 
is construction the cognition that gives rise to memory ? Or is it the cognition 
that is of the form of memory ? Or is it the cognition that is produced by 
memory ? Or is it the cognition that reflects (i.e. grasps) association with a 
verbal designation (abhilapa-samsarga-nirbhasa) ? Or is it the cognition that 
is possessed of a verbal designation (abhilapa) ? Or is it the cognition of a non- 
lucid shape (i.e.. a cognition that is not lucid) ? Or is it of the form of the 
cognition of an unreal object ? Or is it itself unreal ? Or is it the cognition that 
takes note of a thing with the help of the ‘three-aspected mark’ 1 (trirupalinga) ? 
Or is it the cognition that reflects (i.e.. grasps) a past or a future thing ? 



1 This is stcherbatsky’s rendering of the term. The three aspects of a mark of 
inference are (i) a compulsory presence in the referred locus (Pakse sattvam 
eva), (ii) a presence in the similar cases alone (sapakse eva sattvam), and (a) 
a compulsory absence in the dissimilar cases (Vipaksat Vyavrttih eva) 
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Now, if the cognition produced by the peculiar characteristics-quality, move¬ 
ment genus, etc, is said to be construction, (we ask:) Is it construction by virtue 
of its being produced by the existing characteristics quality, movement, genus, 
etc; or by virtue of its being pr oduced by the non-existing such char acteristics ? If 
it is construction by virtue of its being produced by the non-existing characteris¬ 
tics quality, movement, genus, etc-that is not proper; for what is non-existent 
cannot at all be gener ative and this pr ecisely is why ther e can be no construction 
(in the present sense) (i.e. in the sense of being something produced by certain 
non-existing characteristics).. If it is (said to be) construction by virtue of its being 
produced by the existing characteristics quality, movement, genus, etc, (we ask:) 
Does this constructional cognition (kalpana-jnana) have an object, or is it object¬ 
less ? If it as having an object that it is constructional cognition, that is not proper; 
certainly even though it is produced by quality movement, genus, etc. the cogni¬ 
tion in question is no construction, in as much as it does not cease to be some¬ 
thing produced by the potency of an object 1 ,. If it is as being objectless, that it is 
(said to be) construction, then objectlessness itself is the cause of its being pro¬ 
duced by the characteristics quality, movement, genus, etc Moreover , if it is con¬ 
struction, and not the fact of its being (said to be) objectless, then it cannot be 
constructional cognition, nor even non-constructional cognition; it would be just 
cognition. And if it is (said to be) construction on account of its being cognition, 
then all cognition should be constructional cognition 2 ., 
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If the cognition giving rise to memory is (said to be) construction, that is 
not proper; memory arises also from the perception of colour, etc, and yet it 
(i e this perception) is not (regarded as) construction, For it is said, “When a 
thing is (once) perceived in the proximity of another thing, the latter’s percep- 


1 The cognition which is produced by its object of the form of a really existing 
thing is perception, not thought (vikalpa)-so that the cognition in question 
being produced by its object of the form of the really existing quality, etc ought 
to be perception, not thought.. 

2 This is a refutation of Dinnaga who has spoken of the five types of Kalpana, viz. 
those having a reference to (i) a name (naman) (ii) a genus (jati), (iii) a 
quality (guna), (iv) a movement (kriya) and (v) a substance (dravya)-see 
pramanasamuccya, 1-3 
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tion (at a subsequent date) gives rise to the memory of the former’s name”., 

sm "chcrH-ll; cT^lfh f% fhfWr^T, 
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If it is (said to be) construction by virtue of its being of the form of 
memory, (we ask :) Is it such on account of its being the cognition of a thing 
that is cognised or its being objectless, or its being of the form of the cognition 
of a new object (i..e.. an object not already cognised) ? If it is (said to be) 
construction on account of its being the cognition of a thing that is cognised, 
then even the first experience (of the thing in question) would come to be of 
the nature of construction, for it has been stated (i. e. shown by us) before that 
the latter is equally the cognition of a thing that is cognised.. If (it is said to be 
construction) on account of its being objectless, -then it has neither the shape 
of construction nor even that of non-construction as distinct from the shape of 
cognition(-that is to say, in that case it would be cognition pure and simple). 



If it is (said to be) construction on account of its being the cognition of 
a new object, that is not proper; memory is not the cognition of a new object, 
and so in the absence of this it cannot be construction. And if it (i„e.. cognition) 
is recognised as construction on account of its being the cognition of a new 
thing, then cognition of colour, etc would come to be construction., 



If it is (said to be) construction by virtue of its being produced by 
memory, then since the fact of being produced by memory (possibly) holds 


x. M : 
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1 The reading should be ‘Kalpana-jnanamtu’ for ‘Kalpana jnanaiii na’ 
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good in the case of the cognition of colour, etc. which is recognised as being 
pure sensation (lit. free from vikalpa or kalpana or construction), let it also be 
a case of constructional cognition. It may be ur ged that it (i. e the cognition of 
colour in question) is not a case of constructional cognition because it is pro¬ 
duced be memory in its capacity as (mere) cognition,-whereas constructional 
cognition 1 is produced by memory in its capacity as memory. But all that is 
senseless talk on the part of one whose mind is rendered confused by the 
dialectics of my argumentation. We fail to see how a thing can have a dual 
nature (-that is to say, how memory can act in two capacities),, 


wrrfe:, =r w ttr 
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If construction is (said to be) the cognition that reflects (i.,e., grasps) as¬ 
sociation with a designation, (we ask-) Is this association real or unreal ? If it 
is (said to be) real, then the cognition in question cannot be construction, like 
the cognition of colour , etc. If it is (said to be) unreal, how could it be reflected 
in a cognition, for in that case there would be the contingency of it (i.e., the 
cognition in question) becoming essenceless.. And what is unreal (e..g.. the al¬ 
leged association with a designation) can be an object of knowledge in no 
sense whatsoever, for there is in it the absence of a generative capacity, of a 
capacity to impress its own shape, of a simultaneous origination, of mere ex¬ 
istence even 1 .. If it is (said to be) of the form of the cognition of an unreal 
object, then it would be erroneous knowledge, and that has been set aside by 
the term ‘non-erroneous’ (avyabhicari) 2 ., So the term ‘devoid of construction’ 
should not be included (in the definition).. 


1 The unreal association of cognition with a verbal designation cannot be an 
object of knowledge, since object is that which generates knowledge, or im¬ 
presses its own shape on knowledge or is produced simultaneously with knowl¬ 
edge (-idealistic view), or at least has existence., 

2 Actually the word for ‘non-erroneous’ is ‘abhranta’ in the Buddhist definition, 
not ‘avyabhicari’, but Jayatasi seems to have in his mind the corresponding 
term occurring in the Nyaya definition It does not make any difference as far 
as the argument is concerned. 
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If construction be the cognition that is possessed of a verbal designation, 
(we ask :) Is it of the nature of a verbal designation, or is it capable of being 
generated by a verbal designation, or is it the cognition of a verbal designa¬ 
tion ? Now if it is (said to be) of the nature of a verbal designation, how could 
it be a cognition ? (-It would be word), On the other hand, if it is (treated as) 
a cognition, then it should not be said to be of the nature of a verbal designa¬ 
tion. For two things that are of mutually contradictory natures cannot be 
indentical with each other, If it is (said to be) capable of being generated by 
a verbal designation, then all cognitions pertaining to words would come to be 
construction,, And if they were construction, then to determine the exact nature 
(i e the exact import) of a word would be an untenable proposition. If it is 
(said to be) construction by reason of its being the cognition of a verbal des¬ 
ignation, then all cognitions pertaining to verbal designations would come to 
be construction, And if they were construction, then to determine the exact 
nature (i. e the exact import) of a word would be an untenable proposition. 
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[1. A Dialectical Refutation of the incidentally occurring 
concept of non-lucidity (aspastata). ] 

If the cognition of a non-lucid character is (said to be) construction, (we 
ask:) what is non-lucidity ? Is it the fact of being of the nature of non-cognition, 
or of not being produced by an extreme particular (svalaksana), or of not being 
produced by the object that is cognised, or is it the non-reflection of an extreme 
particular ? If non-lucidity is (said to be) the fact of being of the natur e of non¬ 
cognition, that is not proper; it is a cognition that is here stated to be of a non- 
lucid character, how could it be of the nature of non-cognition? 1 If non-lucidity 
is (said to be) the fact of not being produced by an extreme particular, then there 
would be the contingency of chance., (i.e causeless) 2 , If (non-lucidity) is (said to 
be) the fact of not being produced by the object cognised, then the apprehension 
of pleasure, etc . would come to be non-lucid, for pleasure, etc , cannot them¬ 
selves produce a cognition concerning themselves; certainly, it has never been 
found as yet that a thing produces itself 3 Similarly, the cognition of kesonduka is 
not produced by the kesonduka that is cognised; even then it arises as possessed 
of lucidity, not as possessed of non-lucidity, For it is said, “That (knowledge) 
which is associated with thought (vikalpa, construction) does not reflect 
its object lucidly” (pramanavartika, 3,283) 



cTST^[S 35] 
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If non-lucidity is (said to be) the fact of its (i„e of the cognition in ques¬ 
tion) not reflecting an extreme particular, then the cognition of Kesonduka 
which is recognised as pure sensation (nirvikalpa-devoid of construction) 
would come to be non-lucid in as much as there is not reflected in it an 
extreme particular; yet it (i.e.. the latter cognition) is stated to be lucid, In fact, 
according to the Buddhist system of philosophy, there is no cognition that 


1„ There is an error in the text, The word should be ‘avijnanatmika’, not 
Vijnatmika.. 

2 If svalaksanas (extreme particulars) are the only real entities, then a thing not 
having a svalaksana for its cause must be a thing not having a real cause 
3. As has been noted earlier, the Buddhist identifies pleasure, etc with the cogni¬ 
tion of themselves Hence Jayarasi’s present objection 
x. — TfT l 




78 Tattavopaplavasiihha 

does not reflect an extreme particular; for' (the system maintains that) the body 
of cognition is reflected in all cognition 1 .. 

m MMEm m! to zmm i r ^ 

If non-lucidity is (said to signify) the falsity of what is cognised, then the 
cognition of kesonduka or of two moons would come to be non-lucid. More¬ 
over, (in the case under consideration) what is cognised is not something false, 
for it is the body of cognition that is cognised (and this body of cognition is 
certainly something real)., Nor is it (i.e self cognition on the part of a piece of 
cognition) Something discrepant (Thus, if non-lucidity cannot be defined, 
construction cannot be defined as the cognition of a non-lucid character).. 

WFT?TTfe^; cf^I WffcT: ? | 

(Now to return to our point), if construction is (said to be) of the form 
of the cognition of an unreal object, then the cognition of Kesonduka also 
comes to be of the nature of construction If it (i.e... construction) is itself 
something unreal, how can it be a cognition ? (And) if it be a cognition, how 
can it be something unreal ? 

m wn ffa ^ 1% s# 
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If (it said that) construction is the cognition that takes note of an object 
with the help of a ‘three-aspected mark (of inference)’. (We ask :). Then too 
is ii construction by virtue of its being produced by a mark of inference, or on 
account of its being objectless ? Now, if it is (said to be) construction by virtue 
of its being produced by a mark of inference, then even the non-constructional 
cognition (i.e the pure sensation) apprehending this mark of inference, then 
even the non-constructional cognition (i.e the pure sensation) apprehending 
this mark of inference will come to be construction (in as much as it is pro- 

1. That is to say, all cognition is necessarily self revelatory, And since a piece of 
cognition is a Svalaksana, what reveals cognition reveals a Svalaksana 
*.. S : MdiWWRcff - Eli Franco - wlWTORmf 
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duced by this mark), Moreover, the inferential cognition is not directly pro¬ 
duced by the mark of inference (so it cannot be regarded as construction) 1 ., 

wWlft^ciifiiRTbrol^ RTfel, frfWTc^T 

if it is (said to be) construction on account of its being objectless, that 
also is not proper, for the inferential cognition has itself (lit., self-aspect) for its 
object (-that is to say, like any other cognition, the inferential cognition too 
cognises itself) If it is urged that it has nothing except itself for its object and 
so is said to be construction on account of its being objectless, (then our reply 
is that) in that case the cognition of Kesonduka also comes to be construction 
(in as much as that cognition too has nothing except itself for its object). 

X fafawR* 7R n=KMf-d4rq^T^d I 3TCHSW cR 
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It may be urged that, that which is pure sensation (lit. free from mental 
construction) arises as very lucid, but the inferential cognition is non-lucid, 
and so is constructional in character ,, (Our reply is-) This is not proper.. It has 
already been shown how non-lucidity is not possible.. 

[ ^ yu^iiAiidwi: i ] 
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[2. Dialectical Repudiation of the incidentally occurring concept of 
the Lucidity of perceptual cognition.] 

And what is (this) lucidity of perceptual cognition ? Is it (i.e,, does it 
signify) the fact of being produced by an extreme particular, or is it the fact of 
reflecting an extreme particular ? If it is (said to be) the fact of being produced 
by an extreme particular is it the fact of being produced by an extreme particu¬ 
lar which is cognised, or of being produced by an extreme particular which is 
the reverse of this (i.e. which is not cognised). 

1 On the Buddhist view, the mark of inference directly produces the perceptual 
cognition of itself, which cognition in its turn produces the inferential cogni¬ 
tion of the probandum 
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[S 36] craft TrM ^ ^T? 

craft 3T*?:, cf^JrP^ 3T5ftftM ¥cfftr I 3 } 2 j H crf| cT^ 

d—37*1-^RT ^ftrmftT; 



I -qft Rm 3fft^T[M 55b]ft; cTctf 




If it (i.e. lucidity) is (said to be) the fact of being produced by an extr eme 
particular which has come within the scope of cognition (i. e. which is cognised), 
(we ask :) what is it that appears in cognition ? - Is it object, cognition or both 
? Now if the object (is said to appear in the allegedly lucid per ceptual cognition), 
that is not proper, for it cannot appear in a cognition which has not itself been 
cognised 1 .. If cognition is said to appear (in cognition), then (it means that) it 
does not produce itself for there can be no operation (by oneself) on oneself 2 . 
If both (are said to) appear , that is not proper, for it is the char acteristic of the 
cognition of one thing to exist so as to exclude another shape (-i,.e, it does not 
allow another shape to appear in it). Moreover, if both (i,.e., the object and cog¬ 
nition), (are said to) appear (in cognition), then it would mean that cognition is 
produced also by cognition itself-just as (it is produced) by the object. And that 
is not proper, for there is a contradiction involved in (the idea of) a thing oper¬ 
ating on itself (i.e the idea is self-contradictory). 


■ft: I 1 dc°hl4dKlcul, 




cf 


C^RTtssf:, 1 ^ SflcRH 56a]fcT I 


^ cTF? 


1. On the present alternative, cognition graspes just its object-and not also itself 
Hence the objection.. 

2 On the present alternative, cognition must be produced by what appears in it, 
but if what appears in cognition is cognition itself. One cannot say that cog¬ 
nition is produced by what appears in it (- this in turn is because one cannot 
say that cognition is produced by itself). 

x„ M : ^ l 

%.. Perhaps a lacuna at this point; one could expect something like 
Eli Franco 
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If it (i .e.. lucidity) is (said to be) the fact of being produced by an extreme 
particular which is not cognised, (we ask :) How is it (i. e, the extreme particu¬ 
lar in question) known ? It is not known by perception, even because (as you 
say) it is not cognised. Nor also by inference, because no mark of inference of 
the nature of identity or Effect is known 1 There cannot be inference based on 
identity; for if there be an identity (of the extreme particular in question) with 
its effect (i.e. with the cognition produced by this extreme particular), then 
since it (i. e. the extreme particular in questioq) is not cognised, there should 
be no knowledge of its effect (i. e. of the cognition in question either) 2 . Nor also 
can there be inference based on causality; for an effect produced by it (i e, by 
the extreme particular in question) is not known. Certainly no effect is found 
there which is produced by an object that is akin to an evil spirit to an atom, 
to Mahesvara (i.e,. God siva) (-that is to say, which is never cognised and 
whose existence is therefore not established).. If the cognition (produced by the 
extreme particular) itself is said to be its (i. e , the latter’s) mark of inference, 
that is not proper, for we know of no relation obtaining between this cognition 
and it (i .e . the extreme particular in question).: Moreover, there is no other 
object (i.e,. no object apart from consciousness) in as much as consciousness 
alone exists 3 ; and consciousness does not (i. e. cannot possibly) produce itself. 
If (it is argued that) the immediately preceding cognition (samanantara-jnana) 
is its cause (i.e. is the cause of the extreme particular in question), that is not 


* Perhaps a lacuna at this point, one could expect ^ 'SIR^T.. 

#. M : cftt (?) 


0 . 

1 .. 

2 

3 .. 


Perhaps : 



The Buddhist recognise two knids of relations for establishing the rule of invari¬ 
able concomitance, viz. Indentity (Svabhava) (e g . pine and tree-’Wherever 
there is pineness, there is treeness), and causality-the mark must be an effect 
of the thing to be demonstrated-e g, Smoke and fire (-Wherever there is smoke, 
there is fire).. 


This cognition is said to be the required mark of inference, But how can an 
unknown thing act as a mark of inference ? 


This seems to be the most plausible translation of cinmatratayaiva na tu anyo 
’rtah’, but the text may be corrupt, 
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proper; there is no way of knowing it (i e. this preceding cognition) Certainly 

h fi e Sot” ? C ° Sniti0n ° f an ° thei P6IS0n Cpara-samanSJriaSS 
whtt the! preceding cognition m question) too is not cognised by that itself- 
_ ___hich np doiiht cognrses itself; for the cognition (i.e. the succeeding cognition 

“ St fo™ S t n “1* &e ° f Ae P10ceedi ^ cognfoon?n question” 
^different form it just as the cognition of another person (parasantana 

nihon^k^ ^ k ^° m ^ Nor is ^ ® e * the immediately preceding cog- 
nmon known by inference for the dependence on it (of the succeeding cog- 

rudon) is not known, it (i.e, the succeeding cognition) grasps itself a/mere 

consciousness and not as an entity dependent on something other than itself 

anything comparable to it is comparable to an evil spirit, to God (-that is 

o say is not cognised by it and is therefore non-existent for ft) If there s said 

to be lucidity on account of its (i .e, the perceptual cognition) being produced 

y the immediately preceding cognition, then inferential cognitio/aho being 

mental ed ^ * eimi " ediatel y Preceding cognition will come to be free from 
mental construction (nirvikalpa). 

r> / 56b]feosl | 3T?| 








(we askGwSt 5 S ^° SiSnify * e f3Ct ° f the reflection of an extreme particular 
(we ask ) what rs it that appears there ?- Is it the object, or cognition or both 

I Now if the object is said to appear, that is not proper, for it (fe the object) 

cannot be known in case its knowledge remains unknown. If cognition is said to 

— on 1 1 T" 'h a1 ”- ,0 11 >'» I* 

construction (-which you do not accept) And it is (regarded as) free from 
mental construction, then in that case you will have to search out something 
which is intended ,o be excluded by the e xpression fe tarn fe 


1 =' 
world of different persone from mffl Buddhlsts P° sltI0n that the mental 
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tion’, (in the definition of perception)., If both (are said to) appear, that is not 
proper, for it is accepted that it is character istic of the cognition accepted that it 
is characteristic of the cognition of one thing to exist so as to exclude a second 
shape c-that is to say, one cognition can cognise only one thing) .. 

SJdldMFIcn^Pjslfci^Hi dT cT^l'3l ^T, ‘’T 1%f^I ? 

^fd[M 57a]^lfd; OTtcicfl 

Vld^HH^R dlcrNdlP<3 c p 1 ^ Mdl Wd F T ^ 3Tcto 

cT^l mtm ^ I dcM I 

(To come to our dialectical discussion of construction again ~) If construc¬ 
tion (Kalpana) is said to be of the form of the cognition of a past or a future 
object, (we ask:) what appears there ? - Is it the object or its absence, or nothing 
whatsoever ? If a past object is said to appear (in the cognition), then (that) 
cognition cannot be constructional, like the cognition of a present blue (particu¬ 
lar) .. As a matter of fact, in this case the object of cognition is not a thing of the 
past, because it is cognised, like blue, water, etc. what is cognised cannot pos¬ 
sibly be a thing of the past, If what is cognised is said to be a thing of the past, 
then everything that is cognised by knowledge would be a thing of the past., And 
therefore, there would be an absence of all talk of things as present., 

sm Yfhmfd; dHIMdlddl ^TTftd, fa^HMcqicf I 

dP^dPc^H Fl 57b] ^]WA, I 

i sm t crf% cT^'dtcTT^mdT 

3Jd1 dHIdd is ftM<frlUf^d^ H Pc(^ 1 d ^ PdfdWc^ Tlfd ^Pq^vM^ PdfqqxrHwi 
cj dHleHd^fa I ^ ^ dHHIdd^l cTFT ’UdqKHl 


i ttPi 




^ ^dl'cRFTcTfM 58a] 
^1 oq Pel PuA 5 sff 5 '-dl HrCl 


cfT ^xftcZT 


If its absence (i.e.. absence of the object) is said to appear, then it also 
cannot be past, because it exists in its own form. Moreover, it does not stand to 


x. M & S : 
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reason that the cognition having that (i.e.. absence of the object) for its object is 
constructional, for it is produced by the potency, of a real thing of the form of 
absence (of the object) And if this thing is said not to have this potency, then the 
meaning of the word‘object’ will have to be thought out 1 If it is said to be 
objectless then not receiving any aid from a past or a future object, it cannot be 
termed as ‘cognition of a past or a future object’ . Moreover, if it is objectless, it 
can be neither constructional nor non-constructional; on the contrary; in that 
case it cannot be proved to be even of the nature of cognition 2 , (- that is to say, 
in that case it would not be even a piece of cognition - leave alone the contro¬ 
versy as to its being constructional or otherwise),, And it (i.e. a piece of cognition) 
is not recognised as constructional simply because it is a piece of cognition, for 
then there would be the contingency of all cognitions (-even perceptual ones) 
being constructional, And if the cognition of a past or a future object is regarded 
as constructional on account of its being objectless, then the cognition of 
kesonduka also which is recognised as devoid of construction, would come to be 
constructional in character. Moreover the cognition of a past or a future object 
is not objectless in as much as it does cognise itself. And (in a cognition) there 
is no object apart from its own self, for the possibility of there being such an 
object is set aside by its being the cognition of one object, (That is to say, if it is 
the cognition of itself, then it cannot also be the cognition of an object other than 
itself), And it is not possible that a cognition should deceive (betray) itself (i.e. 
a cognition should necessarily cognise itself) for in the absence of that self-cog¬ 
nition, all knowledge would have to be regarded as ‘accompanied by construc¬ 
tion’ or all as ‘devoid of construction’, for in that case no differentiation would 
hare be possible,, 


ffcf; f% 38]?mr^ 3# ? cRlft 

fefecFI; cT^I ^ S1[M 58b] 

? JR I 

1 li what is regarded' as the object of piece of cognition does not produce this cogni¬ 
tion, it should be considered how it could be called an ‘object (of cognition)’. 

2 J he reading ‘tasya vyavasthitih’ for ‘tasya’vyavasthitih would have been better - 
‘In that case it would be also more consistent with what follows. 


x Probably an interpolation introduced as an explanation to ^ 
%.. M is illegible for = 7 aksaras S suggests ?]^q 
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As to the argument, ‘perception is devoid of construction, because it is 
produced by the potency of a real thing, just like the extreme particulars, 
colour, etc.’-(we ask:) What is intended here ? Is it ‘the fact of being produced 
by the extreme particular that is cognised’, or ‘the fact of being produced by 
any object whatsoever’ ? Now, if what is meant is the fact of being produced 
by the extreme particular that is cognised, then (this) fact of being produced 
by the extreme particular that is cognised is not found in the case of the 
apprehension of pleasure, etc,, and in that of yogic perception. It may be urged 
that the reason ‘because it is produced by the potency of a real thing’ is ad¬ 
duced, because sensuous perception is intended to be spoken of,, (We reply :) 
Even there the ‘fact of being produced by a real thing that is cognised’ would 
set aside an external thing.. 


srej ctsnft ftfariraftH dcqreft, s# <jmi<jhich^h ? craft 

dramft trt ci^eqiftcPCTPT i sratft ftf^jcre^iftcifprovt 

59a]^ I sra detract; cleft ^TCTclT SlFRft 

tp'ilrt i ftcifrii^H i cTcT; cecfn 3tft?tnicM4i' wic^ fq]c^ i ^ *mft 

| clrtlHrbl ^ <?OT 

PtfH-dlrH^>H g Hffftft ^ efft? I -1 imtftra ^ 

^5R#cf, H ffaFT sftrotRcU I iraRRtcraifel I 3t[M 59b]'^Ic% 

^1 1 Clgft “ wr«|iWH-«wr«W<l«»h l Rulfa<Hll^ l” 

I 'SgRra -T MftWtrlTO*? 


Or let the external object be there, Even then, does it undertake the 
production (of the perceptual cognition and of colour, etc) in its capacity as an 
instrumental cause or as a material cause ? If it undertakes production in its 
capacity as an instrumental cause, then the colour produced by it cannot be of 
the nature of colour just as the cognition produced by colour in its capacity as 
an instrumental cause is not of the nature of colour. And if it undertakes 
production in its capacity as a material cause, then in this way, cognition should 
be of the nature of colour, just as the colour produced by colour, (in its 
capacity as a material cause) is colour. In that case (i„e„ in case cognition is of 
the nature of colour) the entire world would be of the nature of non-con¬ 
sciousness. And if the world be of the nature of non-consciousness, there 
would be the contingency of an absence of all dealings referring to a ‘source 
of knowledge’, ‘an object of knowledge’. In the event of that contingency, what 
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are we trying to define ? It may be urged that the colour is produced by colour 
in its capacity as a material cause, but cognition is produced by it in its capacity 
as an instrumental cause. (We reply:) This is the vision of a great one ! No one 
whirls ~not Toeing child ishrwould cl are ter say so; certainly one entity cannot 
have diverse shapes,. And it is not by giving many names that one (thing) 
becomes different; i„e. the object of valid cognition etc,. Or if it does, then you 
should not say that “Mental cognition is produced by the sensory cognition 
associated by the object which immediately follows : is not different from its 
own object (i.e. the object of the sensory cognition),” Thus, sensory cognition 
is not produced by the per ceived object. Thus in the case of sensuous cognition 
there is an absence of the fact of being produced by the object that is cognised,, 
Moreover, (in the present inference), the Example is deficient in regard to the 
Reason (sadhana-vikala) for the fact of being produced by an object which 
appears in the form of colour does not hold good of the extreme particulars, 
colour, etc 1 ,, 







If (you say :) ‘The fact of being produced by an extreme particular that 
is not cognised is intended by me— (we reply :) Then the inferences and 
thoughts pertaining to the past and future things would come to non-construc- 
tional by virtue of their being produced by an object that is not cognised (-the 
object cognised not being a cause of such inferences and thoughts), 


r: 




K IWcMchWl: ^ 

59 ]?ftf IcIcfctc'Hchi 60a ]^T — 

" RcKfa ^ | 'Zfsn 

^BW^TcT, cfSJT 


1. The perceptual cognition is inferred to be non-constructional on the ground 
that it produced by an external object , The example is an external object,, which 
too is produced by an external object (and is non-constructional).. Jayarasi says 
that the perceptual cognition is produced by such an external object as appears 
in this cognition, but an external object not produced by such an external 
object as appears in this former external object, 
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[3. Refutation of the statement : “Conceptual cognition 
is produced by the capacity of the 
apprehension of only one”. ] 

Whatever has been said : “Conceptual cognition which consists in a ne¬ 
gation,, I see this (e, g, the ground), I do not see that (e g the pot) is produced 
by the capacity of the apprehension of only one (i„e of the apprehension of 
the ground); indeed, when only the ground is seen, a conceptual cognition (of 
both the objects) takes place : “I see this (ground), that (pot) is not seen, etc,, 
This is not correct.. Just as being itself free from construction the extreme 
particular does not produce cognition that is constructional, Similarly the ex¬ 
treme particular cognition (that is free from construction) goes beyond the 
production of (i.e. does not produce) constructional cognition, for non-reflec¬ 
tion (i.e. non-construction) is common to both (these extreme particulars, viz., 
colour and cognition), Now, if inspite of its being a like free from construction, 
the non-constructional cognition is asserted to be capable of giving birth to 
constructional cognition, then let this be true of the extreme particulars-colour, 
etc also and in that case, there would be no difference between perception and 
inference (as both would then involve construction).. 





wr; i] 


-qcj l” [M 60b]3T*T 

cl^T ffd ! SfcrfcT ? 

3TJRHl^sfrl ^Prfc( I 3TO ^[M 61a]<rMdl<fedc4 
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x. M : ^SFr 
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#., S considers : .'3^pT: as a quotation 
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[4. Refutation of the Buddhist assertion ‘Having 
perception as its means...’ ] 

As to what is also said, “absence of construction in sensuous knowledge 
has-perception as-it^meansVNoWj WhaHs^this-absence of construction ? Does 
it mean having its entity remaining in identity with the entity of knowledge, or 
the opposite of it ? If it is said to remain in identity with knowledge, then 
‘Absence of construction having perception as its means - what is meant by it? 
(Does it mean) ‘The cognitive shape of perceptional cognition which has per¬ 
ceptional cognition which has per ception as its means’ ? (Then, our reply is 
that) Not only does the absence of construction (i.e. cognitive form) in percep¬ 
tion have perception as its means, but that of Inferential cognition has percep¬ 
tion as its means, for the shape of knowledge is present even in Inferential 
cognition. Now, if it be said that even inferential cognition is devoid of con¬ 
struction in respect to its own apprehension (self-apprehension) and is con¬ 
structional in respect of the external object, (the reply is that) the mind is 
distressed by such simple (silly) assertions- 

“How could one thing have diverse shapes ?” 












ii ^ n 


If it is said to remain as distinct (from the knowledge - entity), then how 
is it known ? It is not self-apprehensible, because (as you say) it is devoid of 
the shape of knowledge (i.e, because it is not regarded as identical with knowl¬ 
edge), Nor is it known as being the producer or the impressor of shape, be¬ 
cause absence or negation (viraha) is devoid of any efficiency. This being the 
case, the statement ‘Absence of construction in sensuous knowledge has per¬ 
ception as its means is a childish vaunt (swaggering, boast).. 


WIT I 




61b] 





Now if the knowledge ‘cow’ etc be said to be construction (kalpana), how 
can it be of the nature of construction ? By virtue of its not being produced by 
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the object ? (The prima facie can be to this effect:) If the object cow, etc had 
the efficiency to bring about knowledge such as ‘cow’ etc, then it would have 
done so even at the time of its first contact with the sense-contact, because it 
was the same then (also) 1 .. 

It is said 





wrefa eft if 


“That which could not produce a cognition before, could not do so later 
on too, as the use of attention remains the same (i .e, the name ‘go’ has no func¬ 
tion to perform in both the cases). Otherwise there would be visual knowledge 
even in the absence of the object (lit, even when the object is removed).,” 



‘4:’ 



Now if it be said to bring it (knowledge of ‘cow’, etc.) about with the help 
to the memory of word (i.e, with the cooperation of memory of the word 
‘cow’), (the reply is :) that may be so, because the cognition ‘cow’ etc results 
immediately after the entity (of perceptual knowledge) It is said - 


“srefaMsfq ip: T*fTrf 



62 a]W$d 



*T^!l” 


“If even while the object is penetrating (i„e, bringing about its own knowl¬ 
edge), if the sense-cognition were to depend upon the assimilation of word 
brought about by memory, that object must be a removed one (i.e.. when 
memory starts functioning, the real object of the knowledge should have be¬ 
come a thing of the past)” 


rd^fq % i 




*4:’ i 
^ ‘iff:’ 



1 That is to say, as the object could bring about knowledge of itself, so it should 
have brought about knowledge of the word ‘cow’, But it does not. This shows 
that the name ‘cow’ is not inherently connected with the object, but is only 
given to it by convention; it is a fiction, a kalpana , 
x S : - Eli Franco - -snstfWTft *TR 


% M : Perhaps a lacuna at this point; one could expect uk ¥R 
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(Reply of the tattvopalavavadin, our philosopher :) This is not correct.. 

The initial cognition is the cognition ‘cow*; there is the cognition and the name 
‘cow* in respect of the cognition apprehending the cow-entity.. Therefore it 
- .....should be alsosomethingproducedat-theTirstcontact (of the entity) with the— 
sense-organ., Thus if the previous and later cognitions have the one object, 
both must be object of the cognition and name (expression) ‘cow’. 


^RI%R Wf[M 62b]fcT ffff ^R: I RR5RIRIRTRRc% TTfcT 

R^RR, ^HldlcMlRdHilildlcbrcldHHIH^ Ttr^WMP-RcRR 
^^'fujcRHIMRcl H^dldicm^rcJISfRfrqr^ I 3?R RcfRff RR RRq TRRR RR 

RStR HM-i^nSfR R$ RR^R 

I 3?RRT, RRT cRi$4 R& RRtUR R R 

RRUSIRfRRTRR^ Rfir ^ $P<<h*iA[M 63a]R RRRSJci RRT 

IRRfRRRfa UR RRRTT^R* fRRFTR ^f4q^li^<f4qq^5^lR u ll^{ u ll&MfecH 


RtcRTCffl ^fff 


3 Rc( * 4 :' 


41]; TOW! RRRgRfR Ref ‘Rtf 
R^^l - ‘R: RFTUTRt R^ WRRRRRTRT^ 

^MI c hK°Hicl^i u l "4(fR)RjR4RTR)Rt # S^Rf5fRT I Ri<R7RJR>Rt ft RTRRfR 
‘RJcRRIRlR RcRSRf' | fRqR> RRfcT ? RTRTRlR TRR^R; I Rt RRFRRF 
RRTR1R fRR# I RR£ RURRRRT RcR^f fR^TJTT RRrFf II ^ II 


rfjC^R *41:’ 

RIRRfR I RR RfR 
'^RtR^ I R R 
t^rRstr: |RR£ 

TO r (Whh: 


(objection) How can one thing give rise to successive cognition - Does it 
do so by one (and the same) nature or by another nature ? (Reply)-we say 
it brings it about by one (and the same) nature only., (objection-) Now, if prior 
and posterior cognitions be based upon one nature (a thing having one na¬ 
ture), then there could be the contingency of their being simultaneous. (Re¬ 
ply-) If this be so, visual cognitions brought about by one blue object should 
come to be related to one spot, should come to have shape, and should be¬ 
come identical in as much as they are all alike produced by one blue object. 


x„ M 
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Now (if it be argued that) such is its nature as to give rise to diverse effects, 
then in that case, in my view also its nature is such as to give rise to a number 
of successive effects, because there is the origination of that which is deter¬ 
mined by the efficacy of its own cause 1 .. Or as in your view, mental cognition 
has point.. Specific individual (Svalaksana) as its object, and is not produced by 
the first contact with the sense-organ, but is produced by sensuous cognition 
which has as its auxiliary the object immediately following its own object and 
is conditioned by memory, etc, and so is not objectless; because there is the rise 
of the other object which is capable of producing such knowledge as ‘cow’, etc., 
in accordance with the efficacy of its own cause,. Memory also being pr oduced 
as capable gives rise to (the knowledge) ‘cow\ It being so, what is said viz,. 

That which could not produce cognition before.’etc, that has been stated 

without a consideration of one’s own as well as the other party’s view. And the 
form of construction is not anything else, distinct from the form of knowledge.. 
For, the form of construction is established as identical with the form of knowl¬ 
edge,, Then connected with the nature of what is meant by ‘perception is 
devoid of construction ?’ (It means) perception is devoid of knowledge. A thing 
connected with the nature of another, when retiring (perishing) retires taking 
the latter with it. (If there is no kalpana-construction-there will not be knowl¬ 
edge also).. Therefore, perception comes to be of the nature of non-cognition 
for the Bhiksus (- Buddhas). 


[ RrR^IRfSRRRRRT 



Irtrrr; l] 


RRT RorTRRTR RRRfR %RT^ R%JRHT 
fRRIRRRtiJRfRT i RRRRRliJR;? RR8%^fRWR 
3RT*RfRRraRR^R Rn[M 64a fRURTRcRR 
R^dRRT fRSRT, T^R^T RRlRRTRcRr^; R^ 
cRRRKR^fRTRR RcRR, RfcTR#, RRSR g RfRRlfR 


? 3TR RR 
t RRtR% ‘rrrt ■gfifR’ ^r 


[5. Refutation of the term ‘avyabhicari’ (non-erroneous) 
in the definition of perception. ] 


Similarly, the term ‘avyabhicari’ (non-erroneous) also should not be ac¬ 
cepted, as there is no knowledge that can be excluded., (objection) why, there 


1 That is to say, the effect is determined by the cause. If the cause is capable of 
producing many effects one after another, the effects must rise accordingly. 
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is the cognition (of mir age) produced by the mass of the r ays of the sun that is 
to be excluded (Reply)- How does it deserve to be excluded ? (Objector) Be¬ 
cause it has unreal water as its object. (Reply) If it has unreal water as its object, 
how is it set aside, because t he shape of un real water exists in its own form, like 
the shape of sweet water, long (stretch) water, If it be said that sweet water is 
present there, because it is cognised in its own form, then here also water is 
cognised, because we observe the verbal expression of the type. ‘I cognise water’. 
(Objector) True, it appears, but it is the unreal (form of water) that appears.. 

[ TOfnJTrfTOT 37cWdl±JI fil'cMUJ I ] 

ydk*u*i'Wi*n3r: ; ^s^RmTfcr, i sw t rN ' hh ^ 5^:, 

v$; vrmfc ycfl 'Mhm 37^727 

Tft[M 64b]WTfer^T: I W\^ I ^ 37*IR7: -sdcf^rTfcT; 

37^fWlFT '¥§u\ feWHcelld ? 


T lft[M 




[6. Dialectical Refutation of (the concept of) ‘Unreality’ 
that occurs here incidentally. ] 

(Reply) What is unreality ? Is it the negation of what is cognised, or is what 
is cognised itself Negation ? If it is (said to be) the negation of what is cognised, 
that does not appear here, only the shape of water appears.. If (it is said that) 
what is cognised is itself Negation, that also is only untenable; when the shape 
of positive being is cognised; the imagination of non-being is not proper , other¬ 
wise when the shape of taste is cognised, the shape of colour should have to be 
imagined, Then, the world would be shattered without being tom to pieces. And 
if Negation appear s, how is it called ‘knowledge of water’ and ‘false knowledge’, 
because the object of Negation exists in its own form ? 

[s IcfwrfcT, ^ 

cFI F ?TFf | cF 'Sricf^nfcT; 1% ^ TffcT^nfcT 

[M 65a] ? crafd cTsqR; 

dfcidlfd, 3TTHI cRdlft cf^ddT I 
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Does this cognition of water have water as its object, or the negation of 
water, or itself or nothing at all ? If it makes water its object, then it could not 
be false like the apprehension of sweet water.. (It may be urged:) Real water 
appears there, (we ask:) Is what appears real water or does what is real appear ? 
If what appears is r eal, here also water appears, so it also would come to be real 


3TddT cfT ? dft TicftcdT, 

3T*g cRddT I 37d cFT 

■^cfqiq^fe ^ I 37d did dT^; dT ^ ffcT | 

d#TR7dcd d ^Hd)cqi-55d7[M 65b]dfe^'H ^ ^Rdfci ^WRiAiPd 

dW^^lPd, ddT TR: | dcM ^ 373 ^RdxdT— 5 5d TOfedlM H fa , 

d^dddl d d df#Idf%:, d’ichcql5SdR]feed4d ‘Rrdfdd^ddrdf^ I 


Now if (it is said that) What is real, appears., How is its reality known ? 
By apprehension or otherwise ? If by apprehension, here also apprehension 
arises, (so) let there be reality. If reality is explained (even) without apprehen¬ 
sion, then things are well-established,, (that is to say, everything should be 
taken as real)! AH doctrines would be established ! If it is (said to be) cognised, 
- If it is contradicted, that it is apprehended and contradicted is surprising, The 
fact of apprehension is invariably concomitant with the fact production (of 
knowledge) and the fact of impression of shape, what does not produce (cog¬ 
nition) and does not impress shape, does not appear, as taste is not cognised 
in the knowledge of colour, But water appears here, so it can be justified as 
being the producer (of cognition) and the impressor of shape; and this being 
.justified, there is no possibility of contradiction, because the fact of being the 
producer and the impressor of shape is rooted in Existence (Reality),. 


m 3T4T3 
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4 ^ 'flVlrWrl 37*7T% 37^ fwmf 







Now if it (is said to) make Negation its object, then it being of the form of 
cognition of non-being, there could not be the form of the cognition of water,, 
Nor also could it be false, because it is possible for Negation to be an object., And 
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in the Buddhist view, negation could not possibly be an object-entity, because 
there is the absence (in it) of the fact of being a producer and impressor of shape. 
The shape of water is dissected by apprehension, and its negation is here ex¬ 
plained as non-apprehensible (apratitlka) by the silly Buddhas ! 

m T3rt[m 66ajpns^ 

3TI?qpf ftRftf^fcT I I %TT*t 

If it (is said to) have itself as its object, even then non-erroneousness is 
not tenable to reason, because its own part could not be deceitful; knowledge 
cannot be inconsistent with itself, nor also could it be called ‘cognition of 
water 7 like the sensation of passion, etc.. For , the appr ehension of blue is never 
seen likes to be referred to as being of the nature of the cognition of taste. @ 

[s 43] aw •prfwr^ i crft g Trirr^nfcr, ^ 

^ ^ sTH PKMH4H(W I 


Further if it (be said to) be objectless, then it is not knowledge of water, 
but it appear s as knowledge of water , so we know that it is not objectless. And if 
it is objectless, how could it be false knowledge ? Being knowledge only, it is 
neither false not true knowledge. And in your view, knowledge is not devoid of 
substratum, for it culminates in its own part, (determines its own part).. 




cFTT ■$Tcf fasIHHi ^rT^nfrdl TFTtfd, 66b]? trt: ^hr ^ 

[7. Dialectical Refutation of Erroneousness.] 

Is the erroneousness of cognition with reference to its own existence 
alone, or with rever ence to another’s existence ? Now if it is (said to be) with 
reference to its own existence, then all cognitions would come to be erroneous, 
because the form of knowledge is present everywhere; no cognition whatso¬ 
ever would be non-erroneous.. 

@ Similarly, ‘cognition of cognition’ could be just ‘cognition of cognition’ and ‘not 
cognition of water’ 
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Further, if erroneousness is said to be there with reference to another’s 
existence is it with reference to the existence of another that is non-contributory, 
or with reference to the existence of another that is helping ? If erroneous is 
there with reference to the existence of another that is non-contributory, then all 
apprehensions would be err oneous, for the existence of another that is non-con¬ 
tributory is common to all. If it is said to be erroneous with reference to the 
existence of another that is contributory, is it with reference to the existence of a 
contributory another which has become an instrument, or with reference to the 
existence of a contributory another that has started operation ? If it is so on ac¬ 
count of the interpenetration (anuvedha) 1 of the existence of a contributory an ¬ 
other that has become an instrument, then all apprehensions would become 
false, in as much as the existence of a contributory another that has become an 
instrument is common to all. 



If falseness is there on account of the interpenetration (anuvedha)* of the 
existence of a contributory another that is efficient (doer of action), that is not 
proper ; (then) it is not false as like cognition of real water as it is useful in bring¬ 
ing about action (it is used by one performing action).. 


[ 6. 



ftraeoi IWmh, I] 







if ■’Mwpfai ‘STRlfd 
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x M & S : 

l*..The reading should here be ‘anurodhena’ as in the previous cases, instead of 
‘anuvedhena’-though we find this latter reading consistently even later. 
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[8. Dialectical Refutation of the rightness also of knowledge.] 

Similarly, how is there right knowledge ? - Is it with reference to the 
existence of knowledge alone, or with refer ence to the existence of another. If 
truth Is with reference to the existence of knowledge alone, then all apprehen¬ 
sions would come to be right, because the shape of knowledge is tenable. 




[S 44J3TST %R[M 67b]3M«WWRUTlli<l£fr, fefT 

? craft ct^t wfcti tfftrdfti 

3T5'^€t»Kct7H<'«TH5foi^ciiq s | 3T«T ^wrT^TOTcfT^Tt^ 
^OT^MOMichKebq^Til^^, ^ FfcUMWlMchKch^TH ^^ ? craft 
*[jnrri0% ct^t -*rarf tfftrffaf , 

WftFft^TFI ¥RRt[M 68a]ft I 


If rightness is with reference to the existence of another, then is it with 
reference to the existence of another that is non-contributory, or with refer¬ 
ence to the existence of another that is contributory ? If rightness is with 
reference to the existence of another that is non-contributory then all appre¬ 
hensions would come to be true, because the existence of another that is non¬ 
contributory holds good like in the case of all. If it is with reference to the 
existence of another that is contributory on account of the interpenetration of 
the existence of another in its capacity as an instrument to another that has 
become an instrument or on account of the interpenetration of the existence 
of a contributory another that has started operating an action ? If it is on 
account of the interpenetration of the existence of a contradictory another that 
has become an instrument, then all apprehensions would come to be right, 
because that existence of a contributory another has become an instrument is 
common to all. If rightness is said to be there on account of the interpenetra¬ 
tion of the existence of another that has started operating object, then sensa¬ 
tion of pleasure likes, etc. would not be right, as also yogic knowledge when 
it has a past or future entity as its object (because it would not be useful in the 
performance of action).. 

M & S : 
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That which (you call) erroneous knowledge, is it produced by its con¬ 
stituent cause-knowledge 1 ® - which is erroneous, or by its material cause- 
knowledge which is non-erroneous ? If it is (said to be) produced by its ma¬ 
terial cause-knowledge which is erroneous, and that again by (its material 
cause knowledge) which is erroneous, then there would be (beginningless) 
series of erroneous (cognitions). No knowledge is found that is non-erroneous„ 

37^1 ^RTcf; cT^ 

SFFJJcfgj ? craft 4dil^Jcl; cf^I ftRRtft ? Sloqftraift* 

■3cTra^ I ? 3T5zrfq^W[M 68b] WR 0/o dl^l<:^ | ^ ^ 

^^ii^iRccjhRki MWRWf \ I ^ 

3Tq>^l5lHl^rd: I ^ ^ift^RTS^lftsnft m I 

*Hi«bKi^ ft?r: ^ ctsjt ^ftft4 i cicra 

l ftgrfe [s 45 ] *rafci ? *1HI<W<l53r fWfsMt) I cFTSJ 3T1HT[M 69a]c*ftr 
wrsi tow tA'idMiHj 

If it is (said to be) produced by its material cause knowledge that is non- 
erroneous, does it rise in imitation of the material cause, or without imitating it? 
If it arises in imitation of its material cause, then what does it come to ? It comes 
to this that it is produced as non-erroneous in imitation of its nature, How is 
that ? Because non-error remains in identity with knowledge (non-errneousness 
is not different from knowledge, it is identical with it),, There cannot be imitation 
in parts because the material cause is indivisible.. Thus all cognition comes to be 
non-erroneous and there is the untenability of any cognition that deserves to be 
excluded. Moreover, error and non-error are not different from knowledge. 
Unlike the shape of taste, or the shape of colour which is different from the 
shape of knowledge, error and non-error are not distinct from knowledge. 

@ In the Buddhist view one point-instant of knowledge produces the succeeding 
one, this cause being called ‘Samanantarapratyaya’, which corresponds to 
upadanakarana or constituent cause of other schools. 
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Therefore th e shape of error is set aside here. What is meant by this ? The shape 
o knowledge is set aside.. Therefore, there is the contingency of perception being 
ot the nature of non-knowledge for the Buddhists 1 , 

^ 3ttcrt -?nrg cfw ^pfr cMi^ sfir i ttr t 

Moreover as colour is produced by colour as material cause, so knowl¬ 
edge also is produced by it (colour) as material cause.. That self of its which is 
present m the production of colour, that very (self) is present in the production 

of knowledge ^ ^ ^ ^ a " y ° ther Self (nature ) in the production 


3T^ tlH^cqm^, '3-qi^H^T ^t fftifw 

OT^rMbPbjlcT I cTfimft T 3TRqr, cRspIM TRgfftR I ^ 






It may be argued that knowledge is produced by it in its capacity as 
instrumental cause, whereas colour is produced by it in its capacity as constitu- 

Hhl CaUS t’ *“<& a , sk;) how justifiably could one entity be associated with 
ShapeS ■ The ^“wiedge does not become different only because an- 

rnin ^ 1S , S i Ven t0 lf (llt ' men i£ has another name or nomenclature); like 
colour, knowledge too would come to be of the form of colour In the event 

of that contingency, the self cannot be a resident of the other world (i e 
cannot exist after death), and in its absence there would be no other world 
Keeping this in mind, Lord Brhaspati said, ‘There being no one to go to 
another world, there is no other world.’ 



¥FRpvqd! 17THT 



1 fhatUrn, 01 some * in 8 different from knowledge, it is identical with it, so saying 

repudiated ‘ S eqaivalent t0 “J* 1 * that *e character of knolwd^ if 

pudiated, that is to say; it becomes non-knowledge The Buddists regard per- 

wSkn S er hei1 T J01 “ U1 “ ° f knowIed S s ™ it is devoid of mental conduction 
he ^ eiI °neousness, When perceptual errors are repudiated it would 

be equivalent to repudiating the chatater of knowledge of perception-which 
would then become non-knowledge perception wmcn 

x ** & S : perhaps a lacuna after Wd?) 
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dsjMlR ^ 

If it is said that it has the form of knowledge even though it is pr oduced by 
colour as its material cause, then colour also would come to be of the form of 
knowledge, because it is produced by colour as material cause, like the form of 
knowledge. If knowledge is produced by knowledge as material cause, colour 
also is produced by it only, it does not have another self (nature) when it gives 
rise to colour as its material cause. And it is thus said:- 

“Entities having one or a different nature are produced by causes that are 
correspondingly such or different in nature. So how could colour, etc pro¬ 
duced from a cause non-different from consciousness be of the nature of non¬ 
knowledge,” 


fcUtHW ^ 


^ ^Ml^d) cf*JT 
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& , conjectured by S, M is broken 
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If knowledge even while being produced by colour as the material cause 
does not have the nature of colour, Similarly cognition, even while being 
produced by knowledge as material cause would not have the form of knowl¬ 
edge, and therefore there would be the contingency of essencelessness. If on 
account of being produced by knowledge as material cause, the shape of 
knowledge is imagined, Similarly there would be the shape of colour on ac¬ 
count of its being produced by colour as material cause, and the shape of light 
on account of its being produced by light as materials cause; then there would 
be the contingency of knowledge being of the nature of an assemblage of 
shapes (i.e„ knowledge would have diverse characters).. But this is not desir¬ 
able; because it has been accepted as of a non-dual form (nature).. Now that 
cognition which is produced by colour, does it remain as particullay produced 
by colour or is it determined as wholly produced (by colour) ? If it remains 
as partially produced, that is not proper, because what is (an unbreakable) 
whole has no parts. Further, if its is (said to be) determined as wholly pro¬ 
duced by colour , then it could not be produced by cognition, as an assemblage 
of effects that is determined as produced by one aggregate of operative factors 
is not seen to be produced by another assemblage, and therefore there would 
be the impossibility of an assemblage of cognitions 1 . 


[M 70b]cf*TT 51■MqfcHil cb< u m4qf^d cfT ? 

H TR#, W \iobcbl4fcMKHM4clfad l 

^ m wrfq ^ -ms 

^ cT^r55)qhRrH^r^ x I 


Similarly, would colour also give rise to knowledge in parts, or as wholly 
determined by instrumental factors ? Now if it gives rise to it in parts, that is 
not proper, for what is one whole cannot have parts. If it gives rise to it wholly, 
then colour have parts. If it gives rise to it wholly, then colour which is wholly 
employed in the production of cognition does not proceed to bring about 
another colour; as an aggregate of operative factors occupied in the production 
of one effect, does not bring about another effect, similarly colour also does 
not bring about another colour, therefore another colour would be accidental; 


1 Should the reading not be ‘Karya-sanghatasya’ instead of ‘karaka’ ? 
x.. M : WW; perhaps 
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and if it were accidental how could the inference from effect hold good for the 
Buddhists 1 . 


71a]-" 




If the nature of colour is determined as the producer of a number of 
effects, then number, universal, etc. of jar etc, also would have a form nature 
which could reside in a number of loci, and there would be the impossibility 
of the fault of construction of modes.. 


[ wfrr ufaarf^j 
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[9. Refutation one after the other of the objections raised 
by the Buddhists to refute Jati (genus-universal)] 

Hence also, there is the impropriety of the fault of construction of func¬ 
tion-(Vrtti-vikalpa). By the fault of vrtti-vikapla (construction of functions) vrtti 
(function) alone is repudiated, not number , universal, etc of jar etc. , because 
they are different from it. When one is absent, another (different from it) is 
(consequently) not absent, because there is no relation between the two. 
When it is said that the gourd is without water, the negation of gourd is not 
known, nor of gourds or of the water in them; what is known is only the 
separation of water from gourd. 


4441% 45% 4W 71b]tcl: ? 

*Rtef 47]%4% frai 
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1 That is to say if causation occurs but accidentally, there could be no inference 
based on the relation of causality Here katham -(how?) cannot be explained; 
or there should be a ‘na’ in the sentence. ‘How could the inference from effect 
not perish i.e. it would certainly perish’.. 
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a^^flrf^rq^ui i ^pgpgRt; cT^r* ^^gRt 

m %r^ ; cT^nPr ^gr: i 

“ ' (Objection) Why, the Naiyayikasacceprjar genus as vrttimat (residing in 
a locus); if it is non-existent how could it reside ? 

(Reply-) If it be so, the vrtti (function) of colour; taste, cognition also is 
recognised by the Naiyayikas, and even in its non-being, their existence is 
recognised by you.. If you argue that they appear even in the absence of vrtti 
(function) and so they are recognised, (the reply is that) in that case the form 
of number , univer sal, etc of jar also appears as identical and per sisting. And it is 
not pr oper to deny what is being experienced, because there would be the con¬ 
tingency of the r epudiation of all . If ther e is non-apprehension that itself is strong 
enough (to prove non-existence), why introduce the fault of vrttivikalpa (con¬ 
struction of vrtti-function) ? If it apprehended, the fault of vrttivikalpa should 
not be urged out, if it is not apprehended even then it should not be urged. 

[ 30. 5^: ^RTcfrtZT ’ UfdfaMHH . » ] 
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[10. Refutation after examination of the argument “Because 
it is not cognised in a different place.”] 


As to what is said ‘There is the impossibility of jar-universal because it is 
not cognised in a different place (separately)” - that also is not proper. Things 
are not different on account of difference of place but on account of difference 
of shape; their nature is experienced as non-different and persisting, (persisting 
as identical),, By the non-cognition of difference of place, neither is their iden- 
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tity with the locus of their own parts established nor (their) non-existence,. If 
they are cognised as having different shapes, then (the argument from) non¬ 
cognition of their having different places is ineffectual, as difference of nature 
is indicated by the cognition of difference of shape, Now if it is ar gued that they 
are not cognised as having different shapes, then let that only be so, because 
it is capable of (efficient for) false empirical dealings, why bring in non-cogni¬ 
tion of separateness in place ? As a thing determined by a specific place and 
time is produced from its own cause; it is not cognised in another place, etc, 
otherwise colour, etc (could be said to be) non-existent, on account of their 
non-cognition as associated with another location,, (because they are not 
cognised as associated with another place)., 

[ u. frsrpr i] 

*t[M 72b]^wjrbH—‘‘^nf%?T 


[11. Refutation of the argument “There is no jar-universal, because 
it is not cognised, when it (jar) is not cognised.”] 

To come to the argument, “ There is no jar-universal, because it is not 
cognised, when it (jar) is not cognised”-what is achieved by it ? Is the non¬ 
distinctness from the locus of its parts established, to its non-being ? Now, if 
non-distinctness is established, what is made the subject of the Thesis here-jar- 
universal or the locus of its parts 

(Rift HiWWWW amcTPT, 3Rcj[S 48] T RIF? ^1 ? 

3WW; TRJ 'SiTSRf I 

Further, if jar-universal is (said to be) made the subject of the thesis, is it 
cognised or non-cognised ? If it is (said to be) non-cognised, that is not proper 
because in the case of an entity that is not known, no Reason can be adduced.. 
And it (Reason) cannot give us any knowledge when it is devoid of support,, If 
it is (said to be) cognised, then by that very cognition of it as having a different 
shape, the reason acquainting us with its non-distinctness is contradicted,, 

M : °<W<r £ P 
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SFSj 733 ] c^nf^T 

$ [3^ tk*HldJ $ ftcf ? [^ W^MKoM^ch: ^TI^JS 

^Wd«ti: I 3W ^TPft h V X RFRT Tlf ^m: 37Srf?N5Tt cfT ? ^ s - faqff ; ?■ 
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^fft^Kcl-qiSW:; ^ crft H<lcHI, ^Ht f^CT^TcRT 

( 3t§t sRcrccr:, ^ crf% i 

Further, if the locus of its parts be (said to be) made the subject of the 
thesis, even then is non-distinctness from its own nature established (or from 
another) ? [If non-distinctness from its own nature is (said to be) established] 
then you should be charged with (the fault of) establishing what is already 
established. If non-distinctness from another is (said to be) established, is that 
other entity cognised or not ? If it is cognised, is it known as having a different 
shape or as having a non- different shape ? If it is known as having a different 
shape ? then by this very knowledge of different shape, the reason establishing 
^^'^ istin ^ tness is con tt a dicted . If it is (said to be) known as having a non- 
different shape, then it is not ‘another entity 5 , and so now non-distinctness from 
its own nature (should be said to be) established, and thus you should be 
charged with establishing what is already established.. If it is (said to be) non- 
cognised, then there cannot be oneness, as between the horns of a chariot- 
horse (chariot and horns of a horse),. 

m smTcr: ^ f%[M 73b] stt d 

cTcif?^ 3^1, 31#]^ ^ ? 

ctp? wrwwi ^1ch<uiN>i i ci; ? 


Further, if non-being (Negation) (abhava) is (said) to be established 
even then what is it that is made the subject of the thesis ? - the jar-universal 
or the locus of its parts ? If jar-universal is (said to be) made the subject of the 
thesis, then is it made so as (alr eady) cognised, or as non-cognised ? If it is said 
to be known, then the Reason establishing Negation being contradicted by that 
very knowledge of its positive existence, would not operate (give us knowl- 
edge of negation)., If it is (said to be) not cognised, then how could it be made 
the subject of the thesis, because one cannot make a thing, one oneself, does 
not know, the subject of the thesis ? 


Conjectured by S. 
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Now, if the locus of its parts is (said to be) made the subject of the thesis, 
‘Jar-universal is not (has no existence’) is the thesis, ‘Because it is not cognised 
when it (jar) is not cognised’-this Reason has no relation (of invariable con¬ 
comitance) with its Negation.. In the absence of the relation of Identity or 
causality how can a Reason prove anything ? 


74b]WTWm 
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What is meant by (the statement) ‘It is not cognised when it (jar) is not 
cognised’. Is what is meant to be conveyed that the knowledge of the locus of 
its parts is itself the knowledge of jar-universal, or that there is knowledge of 
jar-universal immediately after the knowledge of the locus of its parts, or that 
there is no knowledge whatsoever of the jar-universal ? If what is meant to be 
conveyed is that the knowledge of the locus of its parts is itself the knowledge 
of jar-universal, then this does not establish either non-distinctness 
(avyatireka) or non-existence of one of the two, as even though blue and its 
knowledge are found together (known in one cognition), there is not the non¬ 
existence of one of the two or their non-distinctness, similarly even though 
blue and red may be cognised together, there is not the non -existence of one 
of the two, or their non-distinctness 


^T, ^*?T 
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If the knowledge of jar-universal immediately after the knowledge of the 
locus of its parts is meant to be conveyed, then this does not establish (their) 
non-distinctness, or the non-existence of one of the two, as the sensation of 
taste immediately after the cognition of colour does not prove either their 
oneness or the non-existence of one of the two 


1; cf^T; ‘cRR[M 75a]t5^ft 
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If what is meant t o be convey e d is only the sheer non-cognition of the jar- 
universal, then it should not be stated (as the Reason) ‘because it is not cognised 
when it (jar) is not cognised’; let it only be ‘because it is not cognised’. Its non¬ 
cognition cannot be established on their being the non-cognitin of another, be¬ 
cause its non-cognition is dependent on the negation (absence) of its nature., 




-■R1RRRZT TT^f cTcTSJ 


r /0 , 

*fcrfcT I 


And this meaning of Negation is not obtained, the non-cognition of jar- 
universal alone is obtained from the Reason-Because it is not cognised when 
it is not cognised; on the contrary there is found to be the knowledge of jar- 
universal immediately after the knowledge of the locus of its parts, therefore 
as establishing the contradictory, the Reason is contradictory.. 

[ w. HchrMu^ii^uicbi^ ^\\ : mtqq i ] 
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[12. Examination and Refutation of the argument (“Because there is 
non-apprehension of universal) which is apprehensible 
at the time of the cognition of one entity.”] 


As to what is said, viz ‘The Universal does not exist because at the time 
of the cognition of one entity there is the non-apprehension of it (even though) 
it is apprehensible (capable of being apprehended as by nature they are non- 
apprehensible) - (we ask), who says universal is not cognised; on the contray 
it is certainly cognised. How is it known ? (How do you know ? ) When there 
is the perception of the second (and the third) entity and so on, there is seen 
to be memory with regard to the first entity, one remembers thus, ‘This is 
similar to that’.. Or, at the time of the apprehension of one entity, it is not 
apprehensible, and so it is not apprehended. Attaining the characteristic of 
apprehension (i..e. the fact of being apprehensible) implies here the aggregate 
of a number of auxiliary factors (entities),. If it has attained the characteristic 
of apprehension (If it is apprehensible) how is it not apprehended ? Now if it 
is not apprehended, then the characteristic of apprehension is not apprehen¬ 
sible. The fact of being apprehensible signifies here the full complement of 
other conditions as also a particular nature, If this exists, how could there be 
non-apprehension ? If the non-apprehension of such an entity be imagined 
(posited), there would be the contingency of the non-apprehension of all 
things. Or if there were apprehension, another cause would have to be found 
out. If only the full complement of other conditions is meant; then that is not 
particular nature; if this is so, there is (would be) the non-apprehension of 
only what is invisible, not the non-apprehension of what is visible.. And if the 
full complement of other instrumental factors signifies the fact of being opera¬ 
tive (the attainment of the characteristic of apprehension), even then there 
should be apprehension, not non-apprehension. For the full complement of 
other instrumental factors signifies the efficiency to produce apprehension,, If 
that exists how could there be non-apprehension ? Therefore there is the non¬ 
apprehension only of what is non-apprehensible, not of what is apprehesible., 
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3T^ %^r TrfcT^nfcf; cf^Pr ^ #1FT ftft* ^fcT ? 

3T«T wr ^tcfiTricT; cT^T ^T%feR?RI^R dKic^oMpd^l^ I 

[13. Refutation of the Statement, ‘Universal does not exist because 
it is not grasped distinctly like milk and water.’] 

As to what is said viz “Universal does not exist because it is not grasped 
distinctly like milk and water”~that also is not proper,. For distinction signifies a 
differ ent shape, the non-persisting form of particular entities (i e the exclusive, 
extremely individual nature of entities), whereas universal signifies persisting 
nature, their coordination (sarupya: anyavyavrtti) “This is in co-or dination with 
those’-This is so on account of their being found the knowledge of their distinct 
shape, milk and water also are known distinctly. There, when milk and water 
are poured into one vessel, does only milk appear or only water, or do both 
appear ? If milk alone appears, how is it not distinct from the shape of water ? 

Now if water alone appears, how is it too not distinct from milk ? 

If both appear, then there is the knowledge of both as being distinct in 
shape from each other, on account of their being the exclusion of identity . 

[ w. iicFir # ^ ft - <*(R5snn: uRid^H. i ] 


“iTcEir -ggr 


r 3..W] 


=raT*nr i?*# i 
wm-4 11 ” 


I W[M 77a]# fg)FP 3RT? 

hci-mc)h<^h^ crar mr# fwtf#, $f 


x M : #£3 Perhaps # — Eli Franco 

% M & S : •3th(cr»TRt Perhaps a lacuna at this point — Eli Franco 


Tattavopaplavasimha 


109 


[14. Reply to the Karika ‘Difference seen in one place...etc’.] 

As to what is also said - 

“Because Difference (i.e.. extreme particular) seen in one place is not seen 
anywhere else, therefore there is no other entity universal different from it on 
account of the non-difference of cognition (i.,e„ because particular and univer¬ 
sal are cognised together-[Pramanavarttika, 3,126] This also is not proper. 
Difference seen in oneplace is certainly seen elsewhere; as (difference) of jar, 
cloth, etc. seen over one part is cognised as associated with other parts, simi¬ 
larly universal also is different, because it which is persistent in shape is deter¬ 
mined by a different of cognition.. 


[ ftcsrpr i TfromstHH , i ] 



[15. Refutation of “on account of there being (no efficiency) 
either successively or simultaneously 
in what is eternal...”] 


As to what is said, viz “Universal does not exist because what is eternal 
has no efficiency for purposive action either successively or otherwise (i.e.. 
simultaneously)” - that is not correct.. Performance of purposive action stands 
to reason (can be accounted for) in both ways - simultaneously and succes¬ 
sively. (Object) What is non-different (eternal hence unchanged) cannot be a 
doer of successive actions, (and if it performs actions simultaneously) (all) 
effects would come to be simultaneous; and this is not proper., (Reply-) As in 
your view one particular blue produces an effect of diverse shape connected 
with a fixed place of the form of eyes, light, attention, etc, and still (you do not 
admit) any unity of shape or connection with one place in the case of effects 
though they are produced from one essence, similarly here also universal is 
such viz., of the nature of production of effects successively or otherwise (i.e.. 
capable of producing effects successively or otherwise.. 
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^ ^ WiltT CRT cP^cf cT^ ^R^TcT^ 

^ ^ y-H^lfW, W '^41^ ^ 

78a]^$FTT «PT^ ^ T^q^sfel j 

(Objection) why, if it produces the effect successively, then one identical 
and the same entity is both producer and non-producer. (How is this possible ?) 
(Reply) True, it itself is both producer and non-producer, (Objection) There 
would be the contingency of the difference of the producer and the non-pro¬ 
ducer (i.e. there would be two entities, not one)! (Reply)-There is no such con¬ 
tingency, As in your' view one particular' blue is a producer with the reference to 
view of its effects, but is a non-producer with reference to its cause [and to itself 
(entity) which is its cause], and yet there is no difference of nature in it. 

*cH* # [S 52]Wtffi; «W u ll4) J llcl v I STqTSgcW cfRtfcT; SRTcT: ^ 

? cT^TT, '«qohi<«ml4 ^ *mfd I 3=RT: cF^cf ci^cf ^ 

cT^n ^ i 

(Objection) It produces its own cause and itself (so it is uniformly a 
producer),. (Reply) That is not proper. Creating itself, would it create it which 
is produced or non-produced ? If it creates it which is produced; that is not 
proper, because what is created cannot be created (again). If it is said to create 
it which is non-produced, what could be the causal factor in the case of that 
which is non-existent (i.e,. it is not possible to bring into existence that which 
is non-existent,,) Similarly it does not produce its own cause also because there 
would be the contingency of the fault of mutual dependence, Hence it itself is 
the operator cause as also the non-cause; so universal also is both producer 
and non-producer,. 

^ ftlwRl, W fficqrqch 

r^TFtsfq ^ ftrirfcf* ^ff[M 78b]?'W, ^cfftoT cT^^cT^flcM^ffFT'qFFFT 

#.. M ; 

x„ M : 

%. M & S : Eli Franco- 






Further non-existence is not established when there is the absence of 
efficiency for purposive action 1 ; as fire in its state of ball of iron or burning 
charcoal cannot produce smoke and yet it does not cease to be of the form of 
fire, because it is produced as such out of its own cause as of the nature of fire 
and of the nature of being the producer of smoke; Similarly another effect also 
which is produced from its own cause is of the nature of an entity (i.e, is 
existent) and (is at the sametime) non-productive of any effect, So also univer¬ 
sal is a real entity and (yet) does not produce an effect. 

^3 ^ %cWtfcr, cT^irci I d^d-HA T cpi 

d^slfcicq^ I ^ ^ fW||<*>k4)PlccH cT^J#lfcR^(^)* 

f^TRWrr I 793]^ I 37iwt flroifMd : 'R f% 

f^r:, ? ■qft f^r:, ^ awifaicft ^ d i ffer; cr^lcf: 

^chrcllchKHlcbc^'i ? dUft cfc^p^ 

-3^FTTcq?RT I 3TO 55chKIM^H; cf^T WIT SITTOMf I 

3qalFrc<<=h: # ; cT^fddlqq^c}; ^T%3coW<* c4oqf&cH^ | 

(Objection) Now, if it does not produce an effect, how do you know that 
it is existent ? (Reply-)., By its cognition knowledge, (Objection) How can 
there be its knowledge which is not produced by it ? (Reply-) Because what 
is determined by the efficiency of its own cause is produced as of the nature 
of its cognition,, (knowledge originates from the previous point, instant knowl¬ 
edge, not from universal), And it is not cognition on account of being produced 
by it, because there would be the contingency of eyes etc. being apprehensible,. 
Nor is it its cognition on account of association with the shape of the object, 
because there can be no imprinting of the shape of the object to the exclusion 
of the cognitive self (consciousness),, That shape which is imprinted by the 
object, is it different from the shape of knowledge or non-different ? (i. e.. is it 
of the nature of knowledge or no t ?) If different, is it real or unreal ? If real, 

1 The Buddhists believe that an entity to be ‘Sat’ (existence) must have efficiency 
for purposive action (arthakriyakari sat),. 
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how is it known ? As Introspection (self- apprehended) or as being the im¬ 
printer of the shape of producer,. If it is (said to be) as being self-apprehended, 
that is not proper, because being of the non-knowledge it cannot be self- 
apprehensible, If it is (known) as being the imprintor of the shape of producer 
(i.e. because it produces the knowledge of its being the producer), then there 
would be an endless series of shapes,, If it is (said to be) unreal, its knowledge 
does not stand to reason (i.e. it cannot be known), because it is neither self- 
apprehensible nor the producer (of any shape). 


m 3*o4j|dUTb:, differ^:, 

m? ■qft -srgRqi; H ’Tft fcRTI W 

i [m 79 b]^Ff^ 
i stst sraifeicR; ct?t it 
3TT^Tffc'qfrT<^f<T; fifin' 
yrd+4°i(=H^ijM4rTi: i T3^ ^ - 


^T ? ^ dlRd=h:, *1 TT fey (Id) 
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* (“^FRTIWT)- 
TTf^Wcf I ^ ^ 


“3TsN ¥£t|<0-f T I 

TTWT^arff*^:* wtrf -fcnmrar li" 


If it is (said to be) non-different, is it real or unreal ? If real, is it insen- 
tient by nature or the opposite of it ? If it is insentient by nature then it cannot 
be indentical with a sentient entity (knowledge), because the sentient and the 
nog -sentient cannot be indentical. If it has the opposite nature, then it would 
be only knowledge The form of knowledge is common to all cognitions, and 
so there would be the impossibility of fixing it to (assigning it to) each action, 
Now if it is (said to be) unreal, then even knowledge comes to be unreal, If 
there is (said to be) the rise of shape in identity with consciousness, then 
consciousness is common to everything produced by causal factors and there 
would be the impossibility of firing it (assigning it) to each action,. This being 
so, what is said, viz,. 


“One forms, it by the object, not by setting aside the form of the object; 
therefore the form of the knowable is the evidence of right knowledge for the 
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cognition of the object”- 

That is a childish fancy of the Buddhists 

■sWR’mf, Tim i 

Thus, therefore, the fault of construction of modes, and other such faults 
are not possible in the case of universal, etc, As one colour is common (to 
many) as producing a number of effects, so one universal is common to a 
number of loci (substrata).. 

3TC 80*]^ WffcT ^ f% Wfa 

m ? cTSTfc %^igcWlfcr; cRT ^PFTTSTT^i fd 

(Objection) What is uniform does not produce a number of effects, but 
produces only one (effect)., (Reply) Even there does it produce only colour or 
only knowledge ? Now, if it is said to produce only colour, then there would be 
the non-cognition of colour, because cognition would not be produced 

3T$T %^enj?qT^f?T ‘RTTR ^ I 

fwitsfeT I f^TFT-'ffteTT-R^hl4<HI| 

If it is said to produce only knowledge, even then there would not be 
mental perception Mental perception is that which is produced by sensuous 
cognition which cooperates with the object immediately following its own 
object (i.e.. the object of sensuous cognition .) 1 But there is no object immedi¬ 
ately following its own object, because it does not (is said not to) produce 
another colour,. Therefore colour alone should be considered as common to 
cognition, blue and such recognised. 
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aggregate cannot give rise to one result, Then what could prevent the infer¬ 
ence of a specific cause on perception of a specific effect ? (Reply)- This is not 
true. If one cause is said to produce one effect, then your accepted view would 
be contradicted, viz., Mind and the (accompanying) mental phenomena 
arise from four factors, from consciousness the form of cognition, the 
shape of object and so on. 


^Rep 

d^l<=bKiy=bif<c^'i vjii^ cl 
'clTb^H, Wm( f 

3TT3 


WHcblcflH % toij-mhPj W[M 81 b]^ I aw 

fern ^ i 



If only one is said to pr oduce, does it do so being of the same genus, or 
of that shape, or an account of their being prior and posterior in time ? If it is 
said to be the producer on account of its being of the same genus, then it 
should produce even though it be contemporary with or produced after (the 
effect).. If it is said to be the producer on account of its being of like shape, even 
there is the same fault, If it is said to be the producer on account of their being 
prior and posterior in time, then it should not be stated that ‘There is only one 
producer’, because eyes, colour, attention are all like prior in point of time. 
And thus being produced by a number of material causes, knowledge would 
come to be of the nature of an aggregate of shapes.. Or if the shape of colour, 
etc were sat aside (explained away), there would be the impossibility of even 
the nature of cogniton And their being its impossibility there would be the 
contingency of essencelessness (i„e. there would be nothing). 
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Moreover, is knowledge of the nature of effect alone, or of the nature of 
cause alone or of the nature of both ? Now if is of the nature of cause alone, 
then it cannot possibly be of the nature of effect, and in the absence of that it 
wbuld ndt be a real' entity, because compounded entities are recognised as 
real.. Nor also does the form of cause stand to reason, because as no special 
excellence can be added to it, it could not be nature of effect alone, even then 
it would not be of the nature of reality, because what does not perform pur¬ 
posive action is devoid of reality. If it is said to be of the nature of both, does 
one become diverse ? By whom were you deceived (rebuffed) ? If different 
names are given to one entity it does not justifiably become multiple. And it is 
not possible to give many names, because the instrumental causes are not 
diverse.. Thus consciousness (knowledge) not being possible, there would be 
the impossibility of the duality of real and illusory (There is no knowledge, so 
the question of their being its continuum, or of its being right or wrong does 
not arise at all. ) 

TRfRPBTlM®, 1®RfFR3T 1 ^ 

i ?rarcrat ^ 82b]W7[5^rq1%: i 

[16. Incidental Demonstration of the continuum recognised 
by the Buddhist as not being established.] 

Hence also continuum cannot be established, because there is oneness of 
consciousness. And this oneness is on account of the impossibility of another 
shape, or if this (another shape) were possible, there would be the contingency 
of the shape of knowledge, and in the event of that contingency there would 
be the impossibility of continuum.. 

WcRd^l fra#, 

^ira# ? f% sttwrt# p craft wraerai rara#; ?rar 

i sra stttotr# f## ; crai ifift 3TOcra^ra?fT 

imf#mftft i 

Further, on account of this also there is the impossibility of the con¬ 
tinuum of consciousness : = consciousness is excluded from what is 
characterised by non-being on account of its being real by nature, but how is 


it excluded from another nature ? By virture of its being real, or by another 
shape ? Now if it is (said to be) excluded by virtue of its being real, then 
colour, etc. would come to be unreal in shape (nature), like the two horns of 
a horse,. If it is excluded by virtue of another shape, then knowledge would 
come to be unreal by nature, like the horns of a horse,, 

sra ft^Hiwcrai fra# wftrat tit f#Hrarmr sroora^rar 

(ofT) $ ? <raft -Hc^qrai; fra# # *raft ? ^icqcrai fra#, 

f#R I cfcTSJ ^ftwiWdl '!41#fcT ^FlfW^rafttcT ft cinq 

t sra smcra’HraT; [m 83a] mf#Rraft Mptcq^Pa, ram 

Further, if consciousness is (said to be) excluded from colour, etc, by 
virtue of the shape of consciousness, then is that shape of knowledge of the 
nature of reality or of that of unreality. Now if it is real by nature (of the nature 
of reality) what is meant by (the statement) ‘It is excluded by virtue of the 
shape of knowledge ?’ (It should mean that) it is excluded by virtue of the 
nature of reality, because the shapes of knowledge and reality are non-differ- 
ent (one). Therefore, colour etc would come to have the shape of unreality, 
like the horns of a hor se and thus ther e occurs the same for e -mentioned fault., 
If it be said to be of the nature of unreality, then like the horns of an ass, it 
gives up the form of consciousness (i,e it should cease to be consciousness), 
and in the event of its giving up (that), there is the impossibility of the stream 
of consciousness, and if it is impossible, activities like bowing down before the 
sacred tree, etc would be in vain 1 .. 

#1# ftram TRIHIjHMPd:, f#rFTR T# 

ftrarara ^ *raft, wftra’Rrarfq 

Hence also there is the impossibility of the stream of consciousness, be¬ 
cause the consciousness giving rise to it is not different in nature with reference 
to the consciousness produced before or after or simultaneously. Whatever 
nature it has with reference to the consciousness produced before or simulta- 
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neously, it has the same nature with reference to the consciousness following 
it, on account of consciousness being partless, therefore, as it is not the cause 
of the consciousness produced before or simultaneously, so it is not (will not 
be) the. cause of the consciousness following it, on account of the non-appre¬ 
hension of any peculiarity of operation as distinct from its nature. 
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Now, if it be argued that priority of existence itself is the peculiarity 
hence its being the cause can be justified, (the reply is that) if that is so then 
as what is prior to Devadatta’s knowledge is the cause of Devadatta’s knowl- 
edge, so there would be the contingency of the cognitions of all persons, 
which are produced simultaneously with Devdatta’s knowledge being the cause 
with respect to Devadatta’s knowledge in the event of that contingency there 
should be persisting remembrance of things running through men separated by 
several continents (or better with the reading anubhutartha... there would be 
remembrance of things experienced by men separated by several continents).. 
Similarly, there should be remembrance even of previously unexperienced 
entities like relatives, serpents, etc. so also on there account of being produced 
by the pure knowledge of the Buddha, cognitions of Devdatta (also) should be 
pure, (undefiled).. Then all should be omniscient.. Further if it be said that the 
cognitions of Devadatta and others are never pure, because even while being 
produced by the pure knowledge of the Tathagata (Buddha) as the material 
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cause, it is also produced by the knowledge of Devdatta and others, (the reply 
is that in that case) even on account of being produced by it, the knowledge 
of the Buddha also would not be pure, Then he too would not be free from 
passions and would not be omniscient. 
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Because of this also there is the impossibility of a continuum if cognitions 
are produced simultaneously, they could not be related as cause and effect. 
Your law is that the knowledge which is the effect arises even when the knowl¬ 
edge that is the cause perishes.. And the destruction of the cause-knowledge is 
itself its origination. And therefore the effect-knowledge arises at the time of 
the destruction of the cause knowledge., What is meant by this ? That it rises 
at the time of the rise of the cause-knowledge., And therefore there is the 
impossibility of the relation of cause-effect between two things that are pro¬ 
duced simultaneously, as in the case of the two horns of a bull that have 
sprung up at one time,. Like the production of unproduced cause-knowledge, 
there would be the contingency of the destruction of that knowledge which is 
unproduced. And therefore it would not be found even for a moment, or if it 
be apprehended there would be the contingency of perpetual apprehension, 
because destruction which is its very essence could not bring about the end of 
apprehension 1 .. Or if it were to bring about its end, there would be the contin¬ 
gency of the infeasability of even momentary apprehension (i.e.. lasting for a 
moment).. Now if it be argued that it is produced of such a nature as to be 
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capable of being cognised for one moment, so there is neither perpetual 
appr ehension nor non-apprehension, (our reply is that) if it is so why is it not 
conceived as having being pr oduced of such a nature as to be capable of being 
- Cognised for .twelve or. eighteen moments. Moreover, if there were no differ¬ 
ence between origination and destruction, effect and cause would perish to¬ 
gether (simultaneously). 

fqwr) titfrj t 'm Ksm rercqcHy 

\'% fedkfalHWlPl W 

WTRfef ■qr# cTSTT Wtt I fe, (ft) x ^ 

- d^f /o f^PT cR^ sfcRMcffifr ^ 

wHRft i ^rprr ^ *Rf?r ctr 

feri'^^l^-RcIT f^riT ■q cj WHT=hKcil, ^*TT ^uftq-*[|'Af h|^ 

for# T ^ dHIWdl I 

As to what is said, viz “The first knowledge after emerging from the 
mother’s womb must have another knowledge preceding it, because it 
is knowledge, like the second cognition.” (We say) No (it is not correct), 
because the Illustration is unreal . It has already been stated that it is possible 
to comprehend the fact of even the second and other cognitions being pre¬ 
ceded by knowledge.. Moreover as to the inference of being preceded by 
knowledge on the ground of its being knowledge, it is known that an effect of 
the nature of knowledge is not possible without a cause that is of the nature 
of knowledge (avabodha).. And this is faulty, viz., it (knowledge) is produced 
even from causes like blue (object), light, eyes, etc which are of the nature of 
non-knowledge Then the first knowledge in the womb, etc will rise from only 
an aggregate of material elements and no other knowledge need be posited. 
If a thing occurs immediately after another, the latter is its cause, not that 
whose efficiency is not seen (that which is immediately prior is the cause of a 
thing, not that whose efficiency is not observed); in the absence of conscious¬ 
ness, the nature of being produced by consciousness ceases (is not found), but 
not the shape of knowledge, as in mental consciousness arising without the 
operation of the sense-organs the shape of being produced by sense-organs is 
not there (lit ceases); but not its shape of knowledge., 

x. S : conjectures 
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^ ^l^VlPdfH^cT cRT ^ ff W=Wcf, 

^M|<HchKU|^|4|J|lcf 1 3T3J dP<*lPM 

^dPcIdHdl:, 3TvT Mt^cbP^H^Hqi ! 3TO f^FTOT ^cTRT ^ 
fireFcT cfa cTmhMKH^K u l^‘ HTfel felH WffcT^ (WtfcT %) cf; ^TpT TTfoi 

-S&m, cR^ ^ I 

If it is determined that like is produced from like, then it would not be 
possible to infer fire from smoke, because fire could not be the material cause 
without the coordination of form with smoke. If (it is said that) being of the 
form of colour signifies the coordination of both, then here also the form of 
point-instant (i.e.. that both are point instants) signifies the coordination of 
elements and consciousness, what is the need of imagining consciousness of the 
other' world (existence) ,. Now if it is argued that elements are not of the form 
(nature) of knowledge, so they cannot be the constituent cause with respect to 
consciousness, (we reply) here also fire is not of the form of smoke, (hence) 
it is not the material cause, and without that (i. e. without its being the material 
cause) there cannot be the inference of fire (from smoke). 


I SFJTOtS 58]+RH^=Wr<^ 

q siHWKtfifercs: Wcj, ati+ilPd q tar-T^wi, frr qsi qT^qroro^ ? cnjWt q 
tot srymwa ^ 3 ^toihftt> 2T3W%:, eras 

^ ^ ra) % ra TOfq 

raft 


Similarly, it will have to be accepted that experential (immediate) knowl¬ 
edge alone arise from experimental knowledge, because it is accepted that the 
effect arises in imitation of the material cause And there is not (i. e, cannot be) 
partial imitation, because its seed is not variegated. And if it were not to imitate 
the shape (nature) of experience, there would be absence of the shape of 
knowledge, and (i.e. but) it does imitate the form of consciousness, so how 
could it not be of the nature of experience (immediate apprehension),, If this 
were true, there would be a series of immediate apprehensions, and therefore 
there would be the impossibility of Memory, and if that (memory) were not 

x M : according to S : 'SRflfiTSR 
%.. M : accoidings to S : 
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possible, inferential knowledge also would not he nncctWa j , 
Classification of determinate fconcenn.an ZV -’ there the dlstlnct 

r-r; a,. *.. mJs&^jszszzsss. 

cation) of enoi and non-error possible in the Buddhist view II v II 
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[5. Refutation of the MTmamsaka’s view of Perception..] 

^ “ Theie iS the rise of knowledge 
“[Jaimini su 1.1.4], How is it ? This suna fanh C ° M ^ Ct Wlth an existe nt thing 
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sible, What is (this) inferential knowledge ? (It is produced without contact)., 


If it is (said to be) meant to give the number of causal factors then (we 
ask) what is the use of this enumeration ? Light, etc also are operative factors, 
they also should have been enumerated , 


I TS1 atfaflj 




cRTSJ ci^q^icfl ^TR^r 


If it is (said to be) meant for restatement, then (we say) there is the restate¬ 
ment of what is well known, not of what is not well known and per ception is not 
known anywhere (i e. an exposition of perception has not been given earlier in 
the MImamsa-Sutras),, (Objection) Why it is known in the world (i..e even the 
man in the street knows what perception is) (Reply) we say ‘It is not known’, 
because it is not known as non-erroneous Nor also is the fact of being produced 
by contact with an existent thing known, restatement is not justifiable, 






Hence also restatement is not justifiable, because there is no use of it, 
Restatement does not operate without an end in view, by restatement, either 
something is either asserted or denied 

^r^nfh ■yfcT PiP h xt0=1 i y^PdRiff 

fHfHrTc^R f% RT feRf^«TRft?q?n^ 3T^?q*T RT ? cT Vfc 

TT^sfsrerfcPiw i 

(Objector) Why here also the instrumentality of perception with respect 
to Dharma (Religious Act) is denied.. It is said, “Perception is not an instrument 
towards Dharma, because it cognises what is existent (wheras Dharma pertains 
to what is to be achieved) and is produced by contact. ” (Reply) (we ask) 
There, is produced as the knowledge of another entity denied as being the 

$.. S & M : accordings to S : Eli Franco - 
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instrument of Dharma, or perception produced as the knowledge of Dharma, 
or (perception) that is unproduced ? Now, if perception produced as the 
knowledge of another entity is excluded, then the dull-witted (who say this) 
should be charged with non-contradiction(i.e. they say what is true, knowl¬ 
edge of another entity can contribute nothing towards Dharma).. 


3T8? tRf(Trf) x ^fcT- 

^TfeT; ? HTft 



If perception produced as the illuminator of Dharma is denied, then he 
(the MImamsaka) should be charged with contradiction.. That perception is 
produced as the illuminator of Dharma and is (yet) not an instrument with 
respect to Dharma is a conflicting (contradictory) statement; otherwise knowl¬ 
edge produced by an injunctory statement also as an illuminator of Dharma 
would not be its instrument,. If (perception that is ) unproduced is said not to 
be the illuminator then (we reply) who is of the view that what is not pro¬ 
duced is the illuminator of Dharma (gives knowledge of Dharma) ? It is not an 
illuminator of a lotus-flower (also even though it is an existent thing) because 
it is itself non-existent 




i W^T^fcl cf«TT 



As to what is stated viz. ‘Because it is produced by contact with an existent 
thing’, that also is not proper. It has already been stated earlier as to how it is 
not produced by contact with an existent thing. 




TTrETST fd*lH 



^ R %5pvf 37ft 3 




As to what is further said viz.. “Because it cognises what is existent, per¬ 
ceptual cognition illusminates (gives knowledge of) what is existent. ” (we re¬ 
ply) if this be so, not only perception, but knowledge produced by all sources 
of cognition is the illuminator of what is existence 
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3W 37c*; [S 60?3TfcfSrqHcTT 






If it be said that knowledge produced by an injunctory statement is the 
illuminator of what is non-existent and is (yet) to be achieved, (we ask) If it 
is non-existent, how could it be cognised and if it is cognised how could it be 
cognised ? Because there is existence (i. e„ a thing is recognised as existent) only 
by virtue of its being cognised, as in the case of a thing made known by the 
source of cognition, viz., perception. Nor can cognition arise without an object 
that can be cognised, e..g. like perceptual cognition,. 



Moreoever, it stands to reason that knowledge produced by an injunctory 
statement is false, because it has a non-existent object, like the knowledge of 
kesonduka.. Knowledge of kesonduka also is false in the absence of an efficient 
object that is cognised, so here also there is no efficient object that is cognised, 
how could it then not be false ? Or if it (object) be present, then the injunctory 
statement would cease to be one tht has as its object a thing that is to be 
brought about. 


feTFT cfT, ftfwf ? cfSlft 

? 37?T cT^iqfqqq^- cTRlft ^H u l R ^cfc^dl i 37§T 

■prfWr^ r df| 3rfq g t TTcjf^r 


Moreoever, does knowledge produced by an injunctory statement have 
as its object a thing that is to be achieved or its negation, or is it objectless ? 
Now if it has a thing to be achieved as its object, then it is present (a thing of 
the present), because it is known (utkalita) by cognition, like exitent water., [j 1 

x. M : accordings to S : 

%.. does not seem to make sense - Eli Franco 
1.. The words in [ ] brackets seem to be irrelevant 
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And if this (cognition) is there, how could it (object) be non-existent ? If it is 
said to have its non-being as the object, it also is present in its own form, and 
so is not a thing to be achieved. If it is said to be objectless, then it should not 
be ...stated that an injunctory statement gives knowledge of what is to be 
brought about, but it should be stated objectless.. This being the case as per¬ 
ception is the illuminator of what is existent, so also are the other sources of 
cognition (illuminators of existent things).. 







^ rPTT 



The rise of knowledge is called perception., (perception is the rise of 
knowledge), and there is no means of proof for the knowledge of Buddhi 
(knowledge), It is not something that can be determined by perception., (i.e. it 
cannot be known by perception), because it itself is not accepted. It is not also 
known by Inference because no Mark of Inference connected with it is known.. 


I 3R cl^[s 61 

A* obw w<ici wTPfinRt i 3fcft 

i ^[qpTid^ i 


Now if it be argued that it is known by Arthapatti (presumption), (we 
ask) is it so because the object jar is not otherwise explained, or because the 
abandonment of its material cause cannot be otherwise explained, or because 
the knowledge of jar cannot be otherwise explained ? If it be because the 
object jar cannot be otherwise explained, that is not proper, jar is not an effect 
of knowledge, on the contrary knowledge is here brought about by it. If it be 
said that Buddhi (knowledge) is here imagined because the abandonment of 
the material cause of jar cannot be otherwise explained, that is not proper, the 
nature of Buddhi (knowledge) cannot remain for a long period of time, so 
Arthapatti (presumption) would be objectless. Being inspired by some power¬ 
ful factor, it is possible to abandon the material cause of jar, either without 
Buddhi (knowledge) or by its being overpowered; so Arthapatti would be 
doubtful (as another way out is there)., And without grasping relationship, 
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awareness of a specific cognition is not possible (cannot be justified) But if it 
is not justified by presumption, it is impossible (difficult) to imagine sense- 
organs also 

cFRifq 

-elicit tf^icpi^ci ffe: fcIsIH^KMi 

TO ^#54: II ^ II 

Now if it is said that Buddhi (knowledge) is imagined because cognition 
cannot otherwise be explained, (we reply) it too has no relation to Buddhi, 
how does it give knowledge ? When cognition is known, Buddhi is known by 
perception only, not by cognition. Avabodh (Apprehension), Buddhi (knowl¬ 
edge), Vijnana (cognition), these words are synonyms, therefore, avabudhyate 
(it is cognised), jnayate (it is known) have one meaning II ^ II 




^ i cf^(- 
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[6. Refutation of the Samkhya Definition of perception.] 

Similarly, “Non-determinate modification of ear, etc”, this also is re¬ 
futed.. The modification of the instruments in the shape of objects-word, etc 
is termed ‘vrtti\ It is manifold (of various kinds)-of the form of right knowl¬ 
edge, and of the form of erroneous knowledge and doubt. It is said, “Tamas 
(Dullness), Moha (infatuation), mahamoha (Great Moha), Tamisra 
(Darkness) Andha-tamisra (Blind darkness)” etc. 

cTc^^ ^ I ^3 cfl cFR WIT, ^ WT?j I rPR 

R^qrfq ^frRTrftcTT SRft I TRW mm ^ vTRci <jf%: I 

Now, if the modification of ear , etc is said to be perception, then modifica- 
x M : accordings to S : 
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tion of the form of error, etc would also come to be perception.. (Objection) The 
term ‘Abadhita 3 (uncontradicted) is included (i. e can be accepted, and then the 

definiti on would not apply to error, etc). (Reply) That is not heard (i..e.. found)_ 

in the sutra,. Or if it is imagined, even then it is not possible to know its non- 
erroneousness. And this has been discussed at length in the section on the Nyaya 
definition of per ception. If by the term ‘non-erroneous’ modification of the form 
of error is (said to be) excluded, then even the modification of the right form (i„e. 
right knowledge) becomes excluded, because it is established as having the same 
nature, Therefore, the modification that could be acceptable is not available. 


m pr 7 Mmm, ^T5%n ^r, 1 

I ^ wrr ^ [s 62]i ^ 

#1% I R* ' c|t5c«L]^ | 






fcfjFTT ^ 



Now if it is said that modification of the right form (i. e. right knowledge) 
is acceptable here, then that which can be excluded is not available, because it 
is accepted that modifications have a uniform nature. And if difference be not 1 
accepted, there would be the giving up of the accepted view.. In your view, 
modifications are not different from the sense-organs.. If it were non-different* 
how could there be difference among the modification ? If difference were ac¬ 
cepted oneness with sense-organs is given up,. Identity with sense-organs should 
not be stated.. If identity with sense-organs be accepted, there would always be 
the cognition of blue, red, jar , etc, because if the sense-organs persist there is the 
possibility of the modification which is identical with from them also per sisting, 
and in the event of that possibility, there would be the impossibility of the non- 
apprehension of jar, etc,, (i. e . jar, etc would be constantly cognised) ., 







I cRM 
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%. S & M : accordings to S : Perhaps : - Eli Franco 

#, S & M : accordings to S : 

1. Considering the trend of the argument it seems the reading should be 
‘bhedabhyupagame’ (if difference is accepted), 
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riN feffar qftuRd i 

Now, if it be argued that there is non-apprehension even when the modi¬ 
fication (vrtti) is present, (the reply is that in that case) there will never be 
apprehension, in your view anything (unique) new is not produced, or what is 
previously existent is not destroyed. And therefore, when everything is existent, 
how could apprehension and non-apprehension be caused (occasioned) ? 
There should be either perpetual apprehension or perpetual non-apprehension., 
There is no second alternative for those who hold this view.. 










Moreover, word, etc are cognised-are they non-apprehensible by nature, 
or are they apprehensible ? Now if being non-apprehensible, they are (said to 
be) apprehended, how (possibly) could there be apprehension., If they are 
non-apprehensible, how could they be apprehended ? Otherwise, there should 
be apprehesion even of self, etc., 


31|cbKM>l ? ^ Sprite, MlHlTd, 



If being apprehensible by nature, they are (said to be) apprehended, 
then how could there be non-apprehension ? By virtue of that very shape 
(nature) or by virtue of another shape ? If there be non-apprehension by 
virtue of that very shape, then there would not be the non-apprehension of 
self, etc also. Or, if there is apprehension, some other cause must be stated 
(pointed out).. If they are said not to be cognised by virtue of another shape, 
even then there cannot be oneness of what is cognised and what is not 
cognised, as in the case of the shapes of word (sound) and soul, Soul of a non- 
apprehensible nature is not seen to be non-different from sound of an appre¬ 
hensible nature. 


%.. M : accordings to S,. whwi 

#.. Perhaps an interpolation - Eli Franco. 
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be the contingency of perpetual aonrehen 3 10n 1S P resent there would 

hension when there is obscuration i§ Said t0 be n °n-appre- 

Of identity with its nature there would be^he ' UP)> then ° n acCount 

apprehension; or if both fmanifestsf ^ contingency of constant non- 
there would be apprehension“nd^Ration) were to remain, 
there would be the absence of worldlv Mi'wc ehenS10n simulta neously. Then 
formerly I did not cognise »” Simi T u ^ tatement ) Like, “Now I cognise, 
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If it be said that there can be non-apprehension on account of the obstruction 
caused by instrumental factors like place, time, (instrumental factors), then 
that obstruction being always present, there would not be an end to non¬ 
apprehension 



i ^3 ft i i ^ cfr 





, ^ipTPTi 



i ^rft 3 f?rt anrqRR^i Igsfefrr cTctot ctt, ctsj? sptfsri w ^ 
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Similarly, the instrumentality (form of being indispensable instruments of 
knowledge) is not apprehended on account of the absence of the fruit (result) ., 
(Objection) Why, knowledge is there as the fruit. (Reply) No, because it is 
always existents. Two things that are permanently existent cannot possibly 
have between them the relation of cause and effect, e, g„ the gunas (psycho¬ 
physical constituents of prakrti) amongst themselves or the different souls 
(difference of souls) One soul cannot be the cause of another soul or its effect. 
Similarly here also beginnigless and endless Existence is called neither fruit 
(effect) nor cause 


cflfechH; ^ cfft J i u h4lMKI' 

I ^ ^ ^ 3F=qFRt5ft 


cRTt ‘ft 9)0=11^ 


Moreover, there is diverse effect, Earth, water, etc, Is it different from the 
three Gunas or non-different from them ? Now if it be different, is it real or 
unreal ? If it be real, then it could not be preceded by the material cause, the 
three gunas, because it is different from them, like the nature of the soul. Effect 
different from them could not possibly have any of the relations with the three 
gunas-the relation of the measure and the measured (matramatrika), the rela¬ 
tion of the accompanier-accompanied (sahacara-sahacarita), the relation of 
instrument-effect (nimitta-naimittika), or the relation of helped-helper 
(upakarya-upkarka). 


cFT 'yJOT Tlcfftcl, 
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If it is said to be unreal, how could the three gunas be known on its basis 
of it ? There can be no relation between what is existent and what is non¬ 
existent as in the case of soul and ass’s horn, In its absence there cannot be 
knowledge of the three gunas by Inference.. Nor can the gunas be known 
(determined) by perception, because you yourself do not accept this.. It is said: 

“The truest form of the gunas does not come within the range of vision,. 
And that which has come within the range of vision is like Maya (Illusion), 
quite unreal. 

And if they (gunas) be not known, there cannot be the inference of the 
enjoyer on the basis of the enjoyable, (viz., gunas) 1 ,. Therefore the soul does 
not exist, nor do the three gunas exist., 

TjufHiq^qfw^qdl I <TcT$J TpiR* ^ c \xboH^ I 3W Tpiffi 

^rfeTfq srHIt, wfrq frit i twr, gwBRft 

•SmicSR, i f%Rw *f cT^T 3TeP^ 

If it be non-different, then is it real or unreal ? If it be real, then the 
effects being innumerable, the gunas also would be innumerable,, Therefore, it 
should not be stated that ‘The gunas are three..’ If there are three gunas, then 
there would also be three effect, and (the view of) infiniteness (of effectness) 
would be lost (i.e, have to be given up),. Similarly, if the effects be perceptible, 
the gunas also would be perceptible., What is the object of the Inference of 

1. The samkhyas establish purusa (soul) by Infernce. Prakriti is capable of being 
enjoyed, therefore it must have an enjoyer. All enjoyable things have an enjoyer 
associated with them because they are meant for them 
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pradhana (Matter) ? Pradhana signifies the three gunas , and that is appre¬ 
hended, so enough of signs (Marks of Inference) like Anvaya (persistence), 
sakti (potentiality), parimana (size), vaisvarupya (multiformedness), relation 
of helped and helper (upakaryopakaraka), etc (to prove the existence of 
pradhana) (i.e. they are not at all needed).. If (it is said that) pradhana is not 
apprehended, then the effect non-different from it is also not cognised, and 
without that the existence of purusa (soul) cannot be established 

m sTcnf^EH ; i fafiweH wfe t 

d<Pw1 I TRSTSJ dlMHSlcI II *5 II 

If it (effect of the three gunas) is (said to be) unreal, then the three gunas 
also would be unreal, and in their absence there is no means of proof to 
establish the sentient principle, And if be not established, there would be the 
absence of the other world, because there would be the absence of one who 
could go to the other world. Thus, therefore, perception does not stand to 
reason (is not possible).. II ^ II 

O. ^iP^ch i P^d^i^ ^ r i] 

3 TO fcMl 4 rl- 1 % [^RT^o. 

WTTf^oqpqi^ni 

[7. Repudiation of Anumana (Inference) as accepted 
by the Naiyayikas.] 

Now, inference is considered-what, again, is Inference ? “Inference is 
based on that (perception), (Nyaya-su. 1.1.5) How ? We may explain-The rela¬ 
tion of fire and smoke is determined by the oper ation of eyes, etc., in the kitchen; 
thereby an impression (is created); consequently there is a second perception of 
Inference,. (Linga, viz. smoke).. Then the remembrance of the invariable con¬ 
comitance (Vyapti), after the remembrance of the invariable concomitance there 
is the knowledge of application (paramarsa i.e.. knowledge of the subject as 
possessed of smoke which is invariable concomitant with fire-vahnivyapya- 
dhumavan) which is the anumana (means or organ of inference). . (linga) 

cCTi$ cTFqrqra: 
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If it (perception) is not there, it (inference) (also) should be absent, 
-because it (inference) is preceded by it. The effect is not seen in the world to 
come about without the cause and perception is said to be the cause (of infer¬ 
ence); in its absence how could inference be possible, or if it be possible there 
would be the contingency of the effect being accidental. Keeping in view the 
absence of perception it is said - ‘Because the relation of invariable con¬ 
comitance is not capable of being grasped.’ 


Wlfq 




t: 








Hence also it is not possible to justify the grasping of the relation of 
invariable concomitance., Is the relation between two universals (samanya) 
ascertained, or that between two extreme particulars (point-instants- 
svalaksana), or that between univer sal and particular ? If relation between two 
univer sals is (said to be) determined, that is not proper, because the universal 
cannot be proved). Its unjustifiably has already been demonstrated earlier. Nor 
also (can the relation) between universal and particular (be determined), even 
because there is the impossibility of universal. 


htP? 











Nor also (the relation) between two particulars, because there is an 
infinity of fire-individuals and smoke individuals, and because there is the im¬ 
possibility of any causal factor which being non-different runs through many 
(entities),. Even if it were there (the difficulty of) infinity could not be over¬ 
come; or if it could be overcome, there would be the contingency of the non- 
being of being (i,e, nothing would be existent), and in the event of that con 
tingency tell me whose relation would be determined. 
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And because the individuals are separated by place, time and nature, 
perception is not efficient for the ascertainment of their relation. Without the 
knowledge of the entities to be related, it is not possible to have the knowledge 
of their relation, because the relation and its knowledge have the entities as 
their substrata. And at the time of grasping the relation, all the entities that 
are related are not manifest because they are not known, (there is not their 
reflex). And it is not proper to imagine what is not known as known, because 
that would be an over-absurdity (atiprasanga).. Otherwise when in gustatory 
cognition taste is known, colour also could be imagined (as known),. 


SRI ^ ^ ct-,| h d facid'ohfd H 

Afy I 3TRFT 'W^A 3^TFT 
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iil^cHiycl |fcf fef .f ^jHId-blH , t R T )cM?IH , 


I TTcf^jci cR( HHTH PcHlrqvi 

i tr r f&A qplqcri*-^ nth i 


If it is argued that relation of a few individuals, that are present at by the 
time of the ascertainment of the relation of invariable concomitance is ascer¬ 
tained, not of ail, (we reply)-If it is so, only those can give us knowledge (of 
the relation), not all (only those can serve as Marks of inference, not all). 
When there is relation of one, another cannot give knowledge (cannot serve 
as the Mark of inference), because that would be over-absurdity (atiprasanga) 
When a relation has been established between the eye of Devdatta and a jar, 
knowledge never arises with respect to water, etc, because there is no relation 

with a fixed place, time, nature.nature.would be.And when two things 

are of distinct nature, if there is relation of one, another cannot give knowledge 
(cannot be a mark of Inference) because it does not have that character,. Or if 
it is not absent, in the mountain.there would be contingency of the shape 
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of smoke interpenetrating (into fire). And if it were to impenetrate, the knowl¬ 
edge of fire could not possibly be inferred from its knowledge, as in the case 
of one residing in Nalikeradvipa (cocoanut Island) because their relation is not 
known. Its non-cognition is on account of the fact that the inferrable fire is 
comparable to pisaca (ghost), God (Isvara).. When there is knowledge of fire, 
the entity that is related, the knowledge of relation is possible, because of over¬ 
absurdity (atiprasahga) (i.e.. otherwise there would be over-absurdity) . 

Therefore.like the knowledge of the Mark of Inference..,.is, from the real 

point of view, not produced by anything, so why is it (?) not imagined on the 
strength of smoke.Is the nature of smoke produced now, or was it pro¬ 

duced since long, is it produced from a cause or is it accidental ? If it is 
determined as being the sign of.only...the nature can possibly be acci¬ 

dental also, because manifoldness is seen in the world. If (it be argued, that if) 
it be accidental, there would not be found the fact of its being related to a fixed 
place and time, (our reply is that) this is not true because the absence of 
relation with an accidental of definite place and time of it which is of this 
nature is not known. (i..e„ Are all kinds of things, so it cannot be known 
whether the smoke is present on the mountain just accidentally or its location 
is determined by force of circumstances). Such is that produced without a 
cause which has its entity situated in a fixed place and time. It being so, when 
smoke is found; knowledge of smoke, there is not the knowledge of the 
inferrable fire (fire that is intended to be inferred), because it is not known. 

•Sqi^fafT; spfawi, 3# ^ 

^ 1 to srojwrq; ^ ^ fq 

to sift 3 ^ 1 aw 

[1. Refutation of the fact of effect for the repudiation of 
Inference from a mark of Inference which is an effect 
(i.e. of Inference based on causality.] 

Hence too there cannot be the knowledge of what is to be inferred, 
because smoke cannot possibly be of the nature of effect. It is not possible 
because the discontinuity of existence is not known (i.e.. we seem to mark a 


continuity between the cause and the effect or between two consecutive point 
instants). (Objection) Why it is known by perception itself! (Reply) Does the 
perception arise positively or negatively ? If it be accepted as positive, does it 
have smoke as its object or 1 another thing or is it objectless ? If it is said to have 
smoke as its object, then by it (perception) diving into its nature (i. e cognising 
its nature) the existence of its nature is asserted, its nature is not negated. Now 
if it is said to have another object, then it would not bring about its repudiation 
as it would not assert the existence of that only which is its object. If it is said 
to be objectless, then it neither asserts nor denies anything, because it is com¬ 
parable to the dumb, blind and deaf 

m ci^Pr f% qjifawi, a# ftfror ? craft 

cRi cToFrahrPro ^ 3 «norfa»^ 1 m 

afFrftwpfenPRT 1 arenas 'flcRTiror^ 1 m ^ 

Tj5Tc*Tci#cq%: 1 

Now if it is accepted as negative, does that too have smoke as its object 
or another thing or is it objectless ? If it is said to have smoke as its object, then 
being connected with its existence, it would assert the existence of its nature 
and not repudiate it. If it is said to have another object, then by it grasping 
another object, repudiation of its existence confined to light, just as its exist¬ 
ence (is not illumined) (i.e. it would neither deny its existence nor assert it). 
If it is said to be objectless, then it would neither assert nor deny anything 
because it is born (it rises) as of the nature of ignorant (i. e by its very nature 
it is stupid-devoid of the capacity to illumine anything or give knowledge of 
anything).. 

3W ft 3FTO, ^ TO I ft 

IWTRTC^ cRTc^vT ftlTR dcW^Mll4dc4f49raft ^ 4»4-4fac( I crfftfSI 

If it is said that discontinuity of existence is the same as destruction 
(pradhvamsa) (destruction means discontinuity of existence) (and) that is 
embraced by (i.e cognised by) this (perception), (we reply) this is not a sym¬ 
metrical (i.e consistet) statement Pradhvamsa (destruction) is another object 
(altogether), cognition produced with regard to it asserts the existence of its 
nature, but does not repudiate anything And when it is apprehended, nothing 
is known to be repudiation; cognitions determining to their own object are 
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intent on asserting the existence of their own object. What can repudiate 
whom ? 




? H •fffcj'STlfd, cfFT 
PoTt^f 




If it be argued that the nature of smoke does not appear in the knowl¬ 
edge of pradhvamsa (destruction), so that is its repudiation, (we reply-) In that 
case there would be the repudiation of (all) the three worlds, the three worlds 
(certainly) do not appear in the knowledge of destruction of smoke, nor is 
destruction of the nature of the three worlds.. 

sm 3t4 *jhrt w^i ^1% ^ ^ ^r^fr - 

Hci^TdTOT, 3^) 3TO'HM chivied I, HT, cT^^cll HT ; c|^H4)C^ HI, 

=IT, HI, 3tlf^RT!Htr^dc4 HT? 

[2. An incidental dialectical refutation of the concept 
of the word ‘opposition’ (virodha).] 

Now if it be said that being opposed to smoke, it is its repudiation, (we 
ask) What again does this ‘opposition’ (virodha) signify ? (What is this category 
of opposition ?) Is it the fact of not being of that shape, or of not being in the 
same time, or of its not being found when it (smoke) is present, or of being 
produced by it, or of being its producer, or of being the agent of a different 
activity, or of being produced by a different cause or of not being supported 
by what is itself supported ? 

cT?lf^ dl3<y Siaqiwai 'tdfldTRI 'HI 73 U ^HI, d 

crfdRIch ! 3TO 3THHR'^'ldlHcfI fdTf^Tsf:, cf^T STcftdFFTcr^rf 
I d -l)ddvfldc1] H HdHpId 


Now, if opposition (is said to) mean, the fact of not being of that shape, 
then that would be the repudiation of the three worlds, not of smoke alone, 
because it exists by the exclusion of the shape of the three worlds. If opposition 
be said to mean the fact of not being in the same time, then there would be 
the contingency of the past, the future and the present times being opposed to 
one another .. And it (opposition) is not the fact of not being in the same time 
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by nature, because it would be the nature of both, 


tsjf^dl 


! d*IT, 


r, d ^ ht w 


Now, if opposition means its non-apprehension when that (smoke) is 
present, then its non-apprehension is observed even when there is the occur¬ 
rence of such causal factors as very great distance, etc, and (yet) these are not 
of the nature of its repudiation Similarly, when there is no light, non-appre¬ 
hension of jar, smoke, etc., is observed, but (this does not mean that) the 
existence of jar, smoke, etc is repudiated.. 

1 ? f% irfr, 37T5I ^[cf?(Tclfa: ? ctsr% %3if? 

13% cPR®? 

■=T3Rf% TTEf 3%1Tct ^ SF^F ^ 

If it is argued that where on there being the aggregate of causal factor s like 
distance, etc., non-apprehension is observed, there is also observed apprehen¬ 
sion even there, whereas here once destruction is caused about, there is not the 
apprehension of smoke, jar, etc; (we ask-) By whom is it not apprehended ? By 
some one or by all cognisers ? Now if it is said to be not cognised by some one 
and on account of that its nature is (said to be) repudiated then, that is not 
proper; when there is the occurrence of such causal factors as distance covering, 
etc as some do not see that object, while others see it, if it is as (you say) (even) 
when destruction is caused, some may not apprehend that object, but other s will 
(certainly) apprehend it. 


3?8? 3RJT! ? ‘TTR3 

si-cH-FNl-l ^ WF%: 


t: ^ wur:’; ^ > 


If it is (said to be) not cognised by all knowers, what is the proof ? 
(anuma) ? “All knowers are devoid of this experience of this”~there is no 
means of proof (for this Thesis), because it is difficult to follow the modifica¬ 
tions of the minds of others, and because diversity of notions is possible, 


ddl d 


r, 


r, ? 
i m 
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There is non-apprehension when there is destruction (dhvamsa)--Is it at 
a particular place and time or always (and everywhere) ? If the non-apprehen¬ 
sion is (said to be) at a particular place and time, then cessation of existence 

is not be known, and they (the opponents) should be charged with the fallacy_ 

of proving what is already an established fact., (All agree that when a thing is 
destroyed, it is not seen at a particular place and time). If it is said to be not 
cognised at all places and times, that is not true, there is no deciding source 
(factor) (of this knowledge) and it is not proper to accept anything without a 
source (i e. without evidence). 








i ^ |fcT 


_ If k is ar gued that there being destruction, there is absence of all naming 
(upakhya), and so how could there be the presence of ‘thingness’ (existence, 
reality) ? (We ask-) when is there the absence of all devoid of name (knowl¬ 
edge) ? Is it in the state of apprehension or in the state of non-apprehension ? 
Now if this be said with reference to apprehension, it is strange that a thing 
should be apprehended and yet there should be the state of absence of naming! 





If the (state of) absence of naming is stated with reference to the state of 
non-apprehension, that is not proper, when there is non-apprehension, that is 
not proper ; when there is non-apprehension on there being the occurrence of 
such causal factors as distance, covering etc, there are (both) the state of 
absence of naming and (also) existence, so (your reasoning) is Inconclusive 1 .. 
And if it is argued that when there is destruction there is absolute non-appre¬ 
hension, (we reply) this is a phenonmenton of non-apprehension, not the non- 
identity of its nature, (i..e„ the thing remains as it is even in this case) as in the 


1, The opponent argued that whenever there is absence of naming, there is no 
reality of the thing But this is not always so; there may be in cases absence of 
knowledge (naming) and yet existence. 
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(event of) non-apprehension brought about by covering, etc.. 

cT 'SffcT 3pJ4oif«fci: (^;) | "d^Hc^ccj 

^ ^^ncqr ^ i ^ MfWi; 

If ‘opposition’ (is said to) mean ‘the fact of being produced by it, then 
because it is produced by staff, etc, there would be the contingency of its being 
opposed to them.. And there is no speciality of operation, because no additional 
activity is apprehended in connection with it . If ‘opposition’ (is said to) mean 
the fact of its being the producer, that is not true, the entity of jar and smoke 
are not produced by their destruction 1 , because they (the opponent- 
Naiyayikas) themselves do not accept this. And of there could be opposition by 
the fact of being its producer, then non-being (abhava) would be opposed to 
the knowledge of Non-being (because it gives rise to the latter),, 


cT^T ^qraT i 

'faciei I 

If ( opposition is said to mean) being the agent of a different purposive 
action, then all would come to be opposed to all other things.. If opposition is 
said to mean the fact of being produced by a different cause, that is not proper, 
because jar and its extinction (which the Naiyatikas believe to be opposed to 
each other) are both produced by (the one) Devdatta., And if existence and 
non-existence are pronounced to be opposed to each other on account of the 
fact of their being produced by particular causes, then all entities being pro¬ 
duced by a peculiar specific complement of causal factors would be opposed 
to one another.. There would be contingency of entities having eternal and 
non-eternal shapes being opposed to each other, because the eternal shape 
(what has an eternal shape) is seedless (has no cause), or if it had a seed 
(cause) eternality itself would not be there. 




warer, 3# 


The reading should be tad dhvamsotpadyah 
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If ‘opposition’ signifies not “being supported by what is itself supported”;" 
then self and knowledge would come to have opposition, the extination of 
pitcher would come to be opposed to everything, because the fact of not being 
supported by what is itself supported is common.. The genitive case could not 
be there without relation, but (only) when there is relation, e g. the expression 
‘Devdatta’s eye’, “Devdatta’s horse”,. If it is accepted that one could speak of 
negation of pitcher without (any) relation being there, (between the two), 
then the universe should meet with extinction, because absence of relation is 
equally found , 


^ <SH t=iR cicw<0| y ? 'qf^ pK>H^Rd c hK u liJ^ u IM'U< TTTRJ^TT 

Tf^dPTRTcf I m <JM-c|RdobKU|H^O^#l cPT cTc 

, dM^llidW cbKuiceiil^ d fasicT Wdf ’^TTfcT I 

[3. Demonstrating the impossibility of the ascertainment 
of the relation of cause and fruit (result).] 




Hence also it is not possible to determine the relation of cause and fruit 
(result)-Is the effect cognised after the cognition of the cause which is real (not 
figutative), or after the cognition of the cause which is figurative (superim¬ 
posed) 1 . If it is (said to be) cognised after the cognition of the real (not figu¬ 
rative) cause, that is not proper, because the apparatus not being amenable to 
the senses, there cannot be apprehension,. If it is (said to be) cognised as 
immediately following the figurative cause and so is (regarded as) its fruit, that 
is not proper, the figurative cannot be a cause at all, so how could it be its 
fruit? 

SRTSef, cTppi drf cR^fJFci) qTdiMd i fcTc^'H, 3# ? d*fa 

\dfdTdHdr^TTfd?3d, ddT fddddnT*RFFf?^ d 


1, Before a thing has produced the effect it cannot be its cause, it can be so only 
figuratively, 
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Again, is cloth the effect of threads-by their being prior and posterior in 
point of time, or by their prior and later cognition ? If by their being prior and 
later cognition ? If by their being prior and posterior in time, then the fruit 
(effect) cause would not be the effect of a specific cause, because a number of 
producers of effect which are in the same time (as what is regarded as its 
specific cause) would also equally have with it the relation of being prior and 
posterior in time. 








fiCTfatfafr ? 3 f^t ? wiH; d 


srrtztfr chuuncMcMi t m d drpftd: ftd^sfd ? dd^j^fardid: 

dTiH^^i I did fadT d dfFr 1% dT, dl ? 


If it is said that it has that as its cause which being invariably related both 
positively and negated, is prior to it in time, because it is found that the effect 
definitely occurs (in such cases), (we ask), what do you (want to) signify by 
the expression ‘positive-negative’ (anvaya-vyatireka) ? The cause or something 
else ? If it be the cause, then nothing is sublated, on account of the causal 
nature, it has that as its cause., If it is something else, we do not know what that 
is. And prior and posterior existence cannot be proved here without knowl¬ 
edge. Without knowledge I do not know what are simultaneously produced, or 
are produced as prior and posterior, or are non-produced, 


-^fwFwrui ^[qil^ic^-cRW^FiT ift ^ wfoft I 
wt i Trfoi ti ftftwft: i 

’Tt^TSfWSJt: I cTSTT, W* I (TOT, WI ^ 

-h ^ ^ ^rfer cror, wfa i ^ 

1 fWf clft: afl+KWWfel, Tjft ft ^TRJ I 


If it is said that prior and posterior origination and its absence are deter¬ 
mined according to the order of prior and posterior cognition, then this also is 
the same in the case of cognition also. It is existent being that is apprehended 
not non-existent (being) Bull’s horns though produced simultaneously are 
seen to be cognised in order (one after the other); and so also bullness and 
existence which are non-produced,. similarly, threads are seen to be cognised 
after the cognition of cloth. Similarly, there is seen to be only one cognition, 
there is not their difference (they are not different), and they are not related 
as cause and result (effect),, That there is not difference has already been 
explained earlier. Thus apprehension is not different from the apprehended. 
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because of its shape as ‘existent’; and they do not have another shape, for a 
thing is one 

Iq^MI^KlInRTi7ichKi^1<rq<6ih ! 3R %^lM%n7T^3fh RRT^TRfftR^; S T R^c^ f% 

Hence also the cognition is not the cognition of cause and effect, as 
cognition that is produced is not self-apprehension, because it is devoid of any 
shape other than the character of cognition. If it be said to be self-apprehen¬ 
sion even in the absence of an additional act, then why is it not called non-self¬ 
apprehension, because the absence of an additional act is common (to both) ? 

’fWl, 3T9bRifq ^ | 3T2J cftf cRf ^ -RfcT ? 

off ? cf?rft 3 TSfer cR fo#R cT^T RTc^ 

I 3R cf^RciqT cToH-^H^I^d; cT^T WIT cRf 

I H ^TT?fR RNTUfc^sfR, fe g n PtiHRHP ^: I RP T R lPd^ ft 
1WdWlS8f: Rlc( I ^T, 3T£gRTft ft ^ TO | cm£T?} 

\ aw ^trrttr ^ srsfRrPr 

i tjro^RTWT: i wrwft ^ ^ -r^Ict i 

Similarly, it is not the cognition of the thing also. If it is asked how it is 
not the cognition of the thing, we explain-Is it the (means of) cognition of the 
thing by its very existence, to by virtue of being produced by it ? If it is the 
cognition of the thing by its very existence, then it would be the cognition of 
the universe, because that constitution of its is common (to all cases) .. If it is 
said to be its apprehension by virtue of being produced by it, then it should be 
the apprehension of the eyes, light, God, etc,, also, by reason of the fact that 
it is produced by these,, And the thing has no additional operation, as that 
additional act is not cognised.. In the event of there being additional operation, 
the thing would have a specific fruit (effect, result). May it be so No, because 
it is not observed (to have a peculiar effect); for this one effect results from the 
aggregate of causal factors., Therefore there would be the contingency of its 
being the apprehension of all its causal factors, as it is the apprehension of the 
thing If it is said that it is not the cognition of other causal factors, then it is 
not the cognition of the thing also. And in its absence, there is not the knowl¬ 
edge of the relation of cause-result. And in the event of its not being known, 
one does not have knowledge of the cause on seeing the effect.. 


3Tfh T*, cBFf W*T RTCfir, mil -STRfir ? craf^ Rkf<T; 

Moreover, on seeing the effect, does this person who infers remember the 
cause or apprehend it ? If he is said to remember, then (we say) he could not 
be capable of remembering that which is not experienced. 

3R “9^Pi; cttlPH <JHT|Ra mil frR'^Rdh, ? cTllft 

If he apprehends, even then does he apprehend the figurative (cause), or 
the non-figurative (real one) ? If he is said to apprehend the figurative (cause), 
that is not proper, because there cannot be any relation with it, there is not the 
possibility of its being the gamaka (that which helps to cognise) on account of 
its not being a causal factor.. 

3R fTRRfeT yd Pi; Wfo eff ? fc^RR^ 

^rw^rijR ^^q, M(TtK |ciRHHRd, i m Rsjft t 

WRpT; R^NtS% RTcf I 3W STfWTR^ ^ ^fcT I 

If he apprehends the non-figurative (real) one, is it existent or non-exis¬ 
tent.. If it is (said to be) existent, that is not proper. A thing is called producer, 
on account of being associated with its producership, as a person is called 
dandin (staff-holder) due to association with a staff, (and a thing is called) 
substance on account of association with substanceness. In your view, what is 
associated with producership, does not persist for a number of other times, as 
(otherwise) there would be the contingency of numerous effects, If it is urged 
that inspite of having producership, it does not produce, then it would always 
be a non-cause.. If it is said that he apprehends the non-existent (cause), then 
it is odd that it is non-existent and he apprehends , 

1%^, Mc^Pl, siftt W<U|^cfq,cq^, cffiR 

"SR^fcT; w cfflTJT w 3rfer mm WiR | 

Moreover, having seen the effect, does he apprehend the cause, or the 
precedence of the cause, or the effect preceded by the cause, If he (is said to) 
apprehend the cause it would come to this-The cause exists, because there is 
the effect, as the soul exists because the crow is black (That is to say, there is 
no relation whatsoever between the probans and the probandum). 
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W-fl< '37 ? craf^ ^cbK u MH 

araxpap^- -3^in^_-3n2Zf^ 

fagwamn*. (wr), awri' 


t:, trif ^r, 


h ^5^ 


v f ^mr 

3T^r ( 9 


If the fact of the effect being preceded by the cause is inferred, is this 
precedence of the cause, the relation of existence to its cause, or existence or 
another attribute ? If the relation of existence to its cause is (said to be) 
inferred, that is not proper, because it is the object of perception . And infer¬ 
ence is not proper, in respect of a thing that can be known by perception, 
because otherwise there would be the contingency of inference even in respect 
of the probans. It is said, “If the object is common, there would be the 
fault of the already proved being proved (siddhasadhyata), samanya 
means samanta (commonness), due to the thing being the object of 
perception and infernce.” 


i 


W ^ ^ ft ^r: cTSTT TIFta 


If ‘existence’ is (said to be) inferred, that too is apprehended by percep¬ 
tion, so there is no need of infernce Here also this should be considered, “If 
the object is common there would be the fault of the already proved being 
proved, ” Or siddhasadhana means the bring about (sadhana) of what is siddha, 
existent.. That both these are not there has already been explained. 


^ I H ^ I S T gqfrjgfc ft eft 

i Mft ft ftr 

W win: i wrf ^ ^(foTf)ftd: i ^ 

teTfRt ^ ?rft ftftmrft I 


if precedence of the cause is another entity and that is inferred, that also 
being attribute present in a substratum that is apprehensible can be determined 
by perception, and does not require another organ of knowledge,. And there is 
no cause whatsoever of non-apprehension such as obstruction, distance, etc,, 
and, if there be non-apprehension, there would be the contingency of non- 
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apprehension, even in the case of jar etc. . .It is said , “There is absence of 
persistence in the particular.” The particular is a thing that can be cognised 
by infernce alone; relation with it is not known; if it is not known, the proban- 
dum cannot be known from the porbans And there is no entity other than the 
six categories, because you yourself do not accept it, and if you were to accept 
it, you would be abandoning your own views. And if precedence of the cause 
is another attribute, and that is inferred from the mark (probans), then such 
causes as direction, God, etc would not be cognition (as they have no mark) 



If it is said that the effect itself as preceded by the cause that is cognised, 
then (we can only say that) this is the revelation of the dullness of the intellect. 
How ? Its nature being such as is comprehended by perception, of what use is 
inference ? Here also that same difficulty would befall (you) viz., In the event 
of commonness (samanya), there would be the proving of what is already 
proved’; common in being the object of (both) perception and inference is 
called commonness (samanya); and if the samanya were to be proved, the 
proving would come to be in vain. Moreover, if he apprehends the effect by 
inference also, then the cause would not be manifested (made known) by 
anything at all. And in the event of its non-manifestation, there would be the 
absence of all practical utterances about time, etc. 


<1*71, 





W7 





I 37ft ^7, 




I H ^ TcPRT 



Similarly, even the infernce of the effect is not possible on the perception 
of the cause. In your view, the aggregate of causal factors is the producer., If 
it is so, neither perception nor any other means can give knowledge of its 
nature. Moreover, there is the memory of the relation of invariable concomi¬ 
tance after the cognition of the probans, then there is the knowledge of appli¬ 
cation (e.g.. ‘Here there is smoke which is invariably related with fire’), and 
then there is the apprehension of the inferrable (the probandum),. And the 
causal aggregate cannot remain (persist) for this much time. 
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If you infer the effect on their being the cognition of a part of the causal 
apparatus, that is not proper, because a part of the causal apparatus, cannot 
be as a producer,, And a thing is called ‘producer’ when there is association with 
producer-ship.. And that which is associated with producership does not con¬ 
tinue to remain at the time of the cognition of the probandum.. And a non¬ 
producer cannot enable one to know of the effect, as this would lead to the 
contingency of absurd over-extension (ati-prasanga-anything can enable us to 
know just anything) , r-~ f 

^\! 


|WF*R, tot ^T, 

-TO7-^P7foR~ 


[4. Demonstrating that the inference of ‘non-eternality’ on the 
strength of the reason ‘artificiality’ is not possible.] 

So, even the inference of non-eternality from artificiality is not possible., Is 
non-eternality the relation of existence with its cause, or existence or another 
entity, or the destruction of word, or the nature of word ? We have already 
stated the drawback in respect of the views that it is relation of existence to its 
cause, existence, or of the nature of another entity 

^3341^, cfr TO I ^ 

H ^ | ^1 f^TFTR 37TO7T ^ f| T3^T 


If it is said that destruction is inferred, that is not proper, because rela¬ 
tion with it is not cognised, At the time of the existence of word, its destruction 
is not present, and in its absence, there is not the knowledge of its relation, 
because there is not properly the relation of one (there can be relation if there 
is only one thing)., And negation (absence) cannot be an object, and if it were 
existent, the mark, word would not be there,, Or if there be the presence of the 


! 


Tattavopaplavasimha 


mark of word, the absence would not be an object of knowledge, because of 
its absence, By this, the relation of probandum and probans between sun-rise 
and sun-set must be considered as excluded (repudiated). 

[ 6, 37T?mw*Fr fam: i ] 


cTOT, [37R^T]^fB(4) 17lt^TCq)?{Fnfrn ^ ^TOfcT, TO 
d^Widi | f% ^ I cflHI^ 37 lf^dc^i^ ^TOT 

37T8TOfTO ? cf(3T)«TTf5RTc^ TO^FcT; TOT ^Icqfm) ^TSTOtf^:, 

TOtSTO^ 37Tf^cMFT I 37*7 37TTO TO^TcT; c^c( TOfcT-37f^T STTcRT TOT 

HtteOTR TTO felcU TO^Tcl; TO^ I 

37^5^7hff fwrl tobst: wRjTirft a7Tcqro^r#i to p t t H 

37TWT TOWTOTOT, cf^SR^T ^T, ^T, TOM^T 

37icHll5Mfohc); TOT 37lrH4cfH^ <c TT^rilTOf TOj: f^M*7TfT£g^lc( I 3*71, 
^ TjfeRT *T37TTOTOT3fTOTW I 37*7 TO^PTTOT TOT 


1 m 


1 tot, 
; TOT 


cPFEf ^fci ^ cbvjtb^ 


d<HioilchH^: ^cHT: tj:, 1 3727 

T fefFfa 37TrRT TOWcT TORTT ^ W 


[8. Refutation of the inference of soul.] 

[1. Refutation of the inference of soul as accepted 
by the Naiyatikas, etc.] 

Similarly, the inference of soul from pleasure, harted, knowledge, etc, is 
not possible, because relation with it is not known, and iQti^notknow n. infemc e 
becomes usejess. And what is that is proved here ? -that knowledge, Pleasure etc 
are supported, or that the nature of knowledge is supported by a substratum 
(support) ? If it is proved that they are supported, then the soul is not known at 
all, because the state of being supported is different from it If it is urged that the 
soul is proved, it is like this - ‘The soul exists because there is knowledge’, but 
what, is found in a different cannot enable one to know (cannot serve as a 
probans). If it is saicfthat thenature of knowledge is proved,, (we say that) it is 
known by perception, Something else will have to be pointed out as the object of 
inference,[How are knowledge, pleasure, etc, referred to as being related to the 
soul-by virtue of their very existence, or because of being produced by it, or by 
their being its producer, or because of their being inherent in it, or because of 
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identity with its nature. If pleasure, or knowledge is said to belong to the soul by 
virtue of their very existence, then like the soul, all things should be sentient, 
because the existence of knowledge is there alike in all cases.. Similarly, all 
-should be happy,-as there is iheexistence of happiness in all cases alike. If knowl¬ 
edge is said to belong to the soul because it is produced by it (soul), then eyes, 
light, cloth should be sentient, because it is alike pr oduced by them. If it is said to 
belong to it on account of its (soul’s) being its producer, that is not proper, in 
your View, the soul is not produced by consciousness; or if it be produced, 
memory would not be justified.. 

ft ^r^dictii i cT?t: 7 ft %cRT: i 37 s? 

If knowledge said to belong to the soul by virtue of its being inherent in 
the soul, it is not so, because this is absent or get it be there, inherence being 
one whole, would be common to all souls, clothes, etc, so all should be sen¬ 
tient., If it is said that, that which is char acterised by consciousness is not pos¬ 
sible elsewhere, that is not proper; as that which is characterised by it is pos¬ 
sible elsewhere, and its possibility is due to its being one,. Or if it be not 
possible, ther e would be the contingency of the multiplicity of inherence, or of 
others being not-inherent. 


dm, fddHSTCdTd SficFT: Wild: fftdJTdldftm, Srftrftd^ 3T 

d^dc^d, dc^HcnlV<H 37TcTO^qdKrcWllgl ? TTSlft 3ddRd: 

ddl I m d^RT^d; 

dd^d^ dft 37Ic*RT iddTdfdfidd ftcdcdl^MddTd; I OT cRddd^d 3dcdd: 
mmi; ddjdw^ 37Td7dr ftcdcdld, I m 3TRdfd ^d 

ddjd^ I m 37Rddr<Td^d drfd ^fd SdrRTRdTd: ddl 

37T?dT dRT: dRdldisftd d?5ddIdI3^IT^ I ftdTdTd^Tftdl d 

fdddlcd^nftdl ddd?ft I 


Similarly, in the case of the inherence of consciousness, is the inherence 
said to belong to the soul by virtue of its mere existence, or because of its 
producing the soul, or due to its being produced by it, or due to its being 
inherent in it, or due to its identity with the nature of the soul? If the inherence 
is said to belong to the soul by its mere existence, then the existence of the 



inherence of knowledge being common, there would be the contingency of all 
having knowledge inherent in them If it is so an account of its being produced 
by it, that is not proper ; for inherence, being accepted as eternal, is not brought 
about by the soul . If inherence is said to belong to the soul on account of its 
producing it, that is not justifiable, since the soul is eternal. If it is urged that 
it is called soul’s inherence as it is inherent in the soul, that is not proper, as 
another (a second) inherence is not recognised. If it is said to be soul’s inher¬ 
ence as it exists as identical with the soul, then the soul exists, and there is 
nothing else called inherence, as it would have penetrated its nature. Thus 
consciousness, bliss, etc cannot justifiably be referred to specific souls by the 
relation of inherence. 

3721 371 r^'dfwftfcf 
ami spfW STTcRI I cRTSJ fH<uf|pRWTr^55ldl3Mqffi; I 

If consciousness, bliss etc rising as identical with the soul are referred to 
the soul, then in this way the soul comes to be modificatory in character, and 
then memory, inference, recognition could not be accounted for,, 

WT5ft 3TTc*n -qpft; 1% aTjq^cnft^r dNlft 

feft 3 h£iR<^ 3q^!dlPd^drPi, f% oCdR^Wdlft'^H ^PdRiblLMIdird^d 
m ? craft 3^iMldlPdidiH 3cqracf cTNlft cNI ^•dlddd^ 

^rrjf^RmT^WTTc^ ^ dimPdPcidxri: Wet, wi ^^rft i sw 

31oilPdP<xblMvdlcflfd'^ 3cqrad cTNlft mft; TNT ^PdR-cbft'dldlPdi'lil |ft l% *lftm 
*NfcT ? 371rm I clcra ^HUii^HHVIdqRldHIiMHrd: I 

For this reason also, the soul cannot be considered as the substratum of 
the effects, pleasure, etc-Does the soul in which no speciality is brought about 
give rise to the effect heat, etc or the soul in which speciality is brought about, 
or the soul in which a speciality is brought about as distinct from it, or the soul 
in which a speciality is brought about as non-different from it ? Now if the soul 
in which no speciality is brought about gives rise to the effect, pain, etc, then 
it would always of so, as that in which no efficacy (force) has arisen is (here) 
regarded as the cause of the effect, it would not be devoid of pain, etc, and the 
effect pleasure, etc would come to be simultaneous. If the soul in which a 
speciality is brought about as non-different from it is said to give rise to the 
effect, pain, etc., then what is signified by the expression ‘in which a speciality 
is brought about as non-different from it’ ? It means ‘the soul is bom’., Then 
memory, inference, recognition could not be accounted for. 




152 


T atta vopaplavasimha 
T W ^T, ^ ? 


^ ^[aRitk'dlciiRKm ^RTa TOlfe ^ clHIr^-H 
^ TF cT^nfcRPT: ? 

“ If the soul-in which a speciality is brought about as distinct from it gives 
rise to the effect, pain, etc is it (speciality) related to the soul or not ? If it is 
not related, how could it be its speciality ? 

3?*T W«s: 3*8? ^RT^T, ? cTUft 

cT^I 3TTM ^TfcRT^ BcWcT TRWJTTfa i 3?8? ^3^? eft 

? f^—37^v3iiclfci*m, ^(aRT^H^Kijfcf^T ^T ^TTHT TOF7TTO, | 3?8? 
dhHHqiRic^M; H, 7TFT B^T^R u !c^l<^ ! 


I Rick ? cTUft 
: | 3??? ^sf? eft 

fRl TOT WITO, I 3?8? 


If it is related, is it so by virtue of being the producer or being produced, 
or being there by the relation of inherence ? If it is related by virtue of being 
the producer, then the soul is brought about by that speciality, and so memory 
could not be accounted for., If (it is related) by virtue of being produced by it, 
(we ask) How is it too brought about by it ? A series of questions would be 
there, viz. Is it brought about by it in which no speciality has arisen, or is it 
brought about by it in which a speciality as distinct from it has arisen ? If it is 
(said to be) related by virtue of being inherent in it, that is not (proper), as it 

(inherence) is common to all, and because it is absent (there is nothing like 
inherence), 


378? trss:, cf^ ^tfc? ? 

fer, ^ 373TOT^5f?m^ 37TTO1 ^? cT^ *n%5fq, eft ^? c^pf ? 378? 

-gf^f Rie^ecft i 378? cT2#r ^ I TJc? 

37TTO ^Tft TOTJliPk ^7 TO^tfe? I 


If it is (said to be) related by virtue of its giving rise to the some effect, 
then this is exactly what we have started considering—what is this 
producership? Moreover, if the soul in which a speciality has arisen has the 
same form (character) as the soul in which the speciality has not arisen, then 
how could it bring about the effect., If the former character does not remain, 
then eternality is well preserved ! (i„e., it has gone to dogs !) If it (former 
character) remains, even then it does not bring about an effect. Thus, in the 

view of the Naiyayika, etc, enjoyment, memory, etc., cannot stand to reason in 
the case of the soul. 
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wnft <5 £hRu! u ihi 3 3iicui, d^mfh <un'jqqfrT: i ? 

- 37TTO) 37fw{, Tfer ? cTUft f*75ft crfc^- 

cT^5RT#7, cRSITOck, dcTOTTfaek ^T-ffcT ■'£#& e TTficZft I 

[2. Direction about the refutation of the inference of the soul 
in the Jain view by demonstrating that enjoyment, 
etc. cannot be accounted for.] 

Even in the view of one who holds that the soul is of the same size as the 
body, pleasure, pain, enjoyment, experience, memory cannot be accounted for., 
How ? We explain-Is the effect, pleasure, etc. different from the soul or non- 
different or different-cum-non-different ? If it is different, is it so by its very 
existence, or by its being produced by it, or by its being its producer, or by its 
being inherent in it-the above-mentioned refutation should be pursued here,. 

37«? 3Tfq5T <?f§ 37^ 75cT^ I efteT^ 

3TRTOT HHmImMtI : I 378? TO ^ 3TRHT; 

TOTI^cm^ ^3ftTO^TO7«TOft 373-qH^K^II^MRi: I 3?s? TOTc7 

37ITOT3ft tlkmd, clwlaRchi^i 3?8? 37CT ^ ^ ^sUfcdlcW 

^ Cl^ 1 378? cT^T TOdI %MM tti, g^lPdcft TOIcHftk : I 

If a non-different effect, viz pleasure, pain, enjoyment, memory etc is 
(said to be) produced, then thus the soul is produced, and if it is produced, 
memory and inference cannot be accounted for as like pleasure, etc. The soul 
would come to be multiple. If the soul is (said to be) one pleasure, etc also 
would come to be one. And in the event of this oneness, experience alone 
would remain, so inference and memory would not be possible. If pleasure, etc 
are (said to be) many, then this would hold good of the soul also, as it is non- 
different from them . If it is urged that the soul does not at all become different 
even when pleasure, etc are different, then it could not be identical with plea¬ 
sure etc And if it is identical with pleasure, etc, then it could not be one, as it 
would come to be many like pleasure, etc., 

378? f^nfer IplR clH TO?ftfcT ? fro 3 TOTOkk 

37fi?rfc3cf wkck, 37RT7R7?%d 37TTO) f^T% 

3?lchj<|-Hccj tf 37^4 RtoTCTR^Rh ^icHdl oqcffTOlft, 
f^^rc&Pqq^c4'liqR8?clkrqi^HHRi: I TT^ %TO^^7TTO, 73^1^ %TOFRTOdT 
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qtqqqft, qiqiwi*^ ft T^^sn^raKcii) ftqq^-sRftroFR qfftft«i 
strati 

--If-it-is-urged that the effect, pleasure etc is different-cum-non different,- 

and so the above mentioned fault is not there, we (ask), ‘How 5 ? -By virtue of 
another character, or by the effect being different, or the cause being different 
? If the effect, pleasure, etc is said to be different from the soul by virtue of 
having another character, that is not proper; difference of character is self- 
sufficient by the exclusion of their mutual characters; and as it remains as the 
object of a different cognition so as to exclude non-difference, oneness is not 
justifiable. Oneness signifies having one nature, and if there is one nature, the 
possession of diverse natures is not justified, and if there are diverse natures, 
the possession of one nature is not justified-these characters are established so 
as to exclude each other’s character., 

3W cRRTqpTc^q iftqftq^qqj; qrf I 

qrcro; sraftgq qsr 4 qtqqft i <t«n qftqifq w 5 |q «hhh’ 

js qqrft i ftr q qrfq qrf^ftq, arft $j snqarcSftfo ift: i ^ 

^ sncfiRtft: siftr qpngqft:, ? 

If they are imagined as different on account of having another cause, that 
is not proper; a non-different effect is seen (to arise) even from a different cause 
Diverse causes such as lump of clay, staff, etc give rise to one whole effect.. Simi¬ 
larly diverse effects, jar, etc are seen to be produced from even one cause.. There¬ 
fore things are different not on account of having different causes, nor on ac¬ 
count of having different effects; but there can be difference only if the (respec¬ 
tive) characters are different, And this difference of character is present in the 
case of pleasur e and soul, so how could there be non-difference ? 

ftvEf, SFTcTRl 3T 

^RRf^T ? cfUft ^o||cbftu| 3TfW{; dFT ## Wm I m 

Moreover, is pleasure non-different from soul by the very character by 
which it is different from the soul, or by another character ? If it is non- 
different by the same character , then this is equivalent to your accepting its 
absolute non-difference If it is (said to be) non-different by another character, 
that other character is not pleasure, because even when it is non-different, 
pleasure is different. 
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[ 3 . TOfRi; fqqqq<\ i ] 

qjq r? ftsft - gftcr qnfqqq^ " ^TcMiqwr, qjaicqqtiftf^ i 

3Hi?Rir w ftoqr, srraqraqt ^TsftqqT i 

[3. Incidental refutation of the theory of Non-absolutism 
accepted by the Jains.] 

This being so, (the view that) one and the same thing is both eternal and 
non-eternal ‘does not stand to reason, because pleasure and soul are different 
(entities) Existence without beginning and end is eternal and that which has 
a beginning and end is non-eternal. 

ctstt - «rerc trr Tircrq" ^raqfq q wtft i qwftji q *nq: 

qqqqra:, srfq *%q to? ?ft qsjrorwft, qsftTO?: Wwt 

TO?t qfBpsjfq ? craft qRqqqrsTO?:, qq? qzR qCq)qR?qT to? qRqqqr 
TO^siftfftTOTOt q«?r awwcqRififftwji qwqijq^i gp i crasr Rf 

wqftqft ri^ i 


Similarly, “Non-existence in the character of another, existence in one’s 
own character” [gold is existent as gold, but non-existent as water] also is not 
possible There is neither existence nor non-existence in another’s character, on 
the contrary, in its own character, existence is uniform [a thing is uniformly 
existent in its own form], for only this one thing is apprehended, if it be non¬ 
existence, what will be existence ? If it be non-existence in another’s form, then 
jar would come to have the jar (cloth); as when thing is accepted as existent 
in another’s form, the other’s form penetrates into it, so even when it is ac¬ 
cepted as non-existent (in another’s form), there will be the penetration of 
(that) other’s form., And then everything would be of the nature of everything.. 


sm qiR7RTRq:; qqMfq ctroq ciristo?: i qft qftrr^ ?aft topi. 
cTRijqqrsftsr, 3TR8H ft sncqqTR^qqt i srq 3qcwqi5Mft#q Ricqqtsqftr 
q qqc^q; q TOtfcT I 3Rm<|cbKciqi %q TO 


to?} q qqft; siTOqqqrqqr ^ sijq^: -qgRrqfttsfq q 


If existence of another’s form be understood to mean non-opposition to 
it, oneness, that is not (found to be) existent., When it is there, you could not 
apprehend its non-cognition, since otherwise, there would be your negation 
also,. If it be urged that one’s own non-existence could never be found to be 
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non-opposed to one’s own existence (We reply that) there could not be non¬ 
existence of another also on account of being opposed to that other's existence.. 
If it is urged that a thing is not apprehended as having another’s character, so 
there is not the pr esence (existence) of another , we say that it is not cognised 
in the character of non-existence (of another), so there would not also be the 
non-existence of another. 


3W|cncb|<d4l crm ^Tfer, ^Ic^ichKI^Rd^l^ - 

uftiisURtol d dm: i *r«u ^aicptii^r 

3W xpjcT; dfeidf i 

dft mbs# i 

rRmrd ^rfw sm# u” 

'|fcT, cfW HiHlRt <a u s^Hcc|id v I x^cT^Pt d 

“xrgjbTrar: i 

xicfft qrcf^T^d) $d m 3 igr: u” 


If it is (said to be) apprehended in the character of negation, then there 
is no other existence (distinct from it), because it is interrupted by the character 
of negation, - it is negation (non-existence) that is manifested and not exist¬ 
ence by cognition cognising the nature of negation; as it is pleasure and not 
pain that is manifested by cognition cognising pleasure.. If pain also were 
grasped by the cognition of pleasure, then pleasure and pain would come to 
be one, And so there could not be the recognition of their difference in the 
form of modes,—the world would be of the nature of non-difference,. This being 
so, the statement. 


“The thing which is constituted of two parts-in partly lion, and in partly 
part man-people call that which is partless (one identical whole) ‘man lion’ 
by separating (the two aspects)-would not be consistenct on account of the 
world being one whole,. The following statement also should not be made- 


“One thing is of the nature of all things, all things are of the nature of one 
thing; he who has seen one thing rightly, (as it is) has seen all things rightly,. 

m ddfdT cHHI fd?F% m^d^Td!^ dfl dMSdl WlMtPM | 
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%d rgrrfrr n ^ n” 

If it is urged that the modes of all things differ from one another (our 
answer is) then let there be similarly difference of the modes existence and 
non-existence, keeping this foolishness of the nakeds (Jainas) in view, the 
Sutrakara has said, 

“O Naked Sramanka, Fool, one bent on torturing the body ! by whom 
were you instructed in the effort of even livelihood”., (there was no need to be 
taught to make any effort even for food, when he was taught to torture the 
body and go about naked) , 

[ vj. Trrarocrsftr farm: i ] 

cTOT ^ led HI dhTT xfe dmyd dFlFT 3TTrRl% 3T^%: I djrf^d 

^ HIcdfH, m dRdd: I 

[4. Refutation of the inference of soul in the Samkhya 
view by showing the impossibility of enjoyment.] 

Similarly, even according to the samkhya view, the soul’s enjoyment 
could never be possible accomplished, since there is no enjoyment in the soul., 
Does the word ‘enjoyment’ signify pleasure or its consciousness ? Both these 
exist in the intellect, not in the soul; this being established, it is the intellect 
that is the enjoyer, not the soul 

ifed^drfq dfr^k sumd) ddT qP&dtjd cfcrfrcld 3XTrfTT! 


<HlcddT diyxddlddTdd; cT^T 

^ 4 ^ I cTcf^J “chTif ”d ^rsrlrT” qrfccq^ I 37?J 3dcdlH 

d d^ITcdT I 

If it is urged that soul is said to be the enjoyer only on account of the 
enjoyment present in the intellect, then the soul would come to be the doer, 
on account of the doership present in the intellect; and then one should not 
say “It is not doer,” If it is referred to as ‘non-doer’ on account of absence of 
doership in the soul, then soul is not the enjoyer on account of the absence in 
it of enjoyment also.. 

m 3xfer dfc 'dm mxrfdfd 

™ mtfdid xjftr <jmx|4c1; mu 

3iiHqiR^isfq 3nmfd d mdqRi; mmd i dmrsdT^ m rnimdi 
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-—-It-may-be-ur-ged-i-^There-is-doership if it is a figurative one; as victory or - 
defeat (really) existent in the servant are condarily said to be in the master, 
so doership existing in the intellect is figuratively said to be in the soul. (We 
answer :) If this is so, enjoyment too existent in the intellect, would come to 
belong to the purusa (soul) figuratively , (As a matter of fact) it is not possible 
in the soul even figuratively, because it is not recognised primarily elsewhere; 
and when there is absence of enjoyment, one need not worry about the soul’s 
emancipation That which is in bondage is freed, but there is no bondage in 
(the case of) the soul; for enjoyment is a bondage, and that never exist in the 
soul; owing to its absence, emancipation also cannot be accounted for (is not 
possible, does not stand to reason).. 

crm, 3qifqrt5feicd ^ ftnsrcfci i i -m 

«TCT*Jci cT^Tf ufa+K cR 3?r^Rt 

aflmnpfafr, 3 ttc*rt w 

i cwfaiwd ^ j^i 1 m v&m zxm 

m WicTI cTcT^ feW^TcTT I 


, w ? cKHcmfaa 

i ^ ^ 5 ^ 1 m v&m zxm 

: Wien cTci^ I 


31PSR: WRIT 


Similarly, the existence of the soul is not proved in the absence of 
enjoyership. The enjoyer is inferred from the thing enjoyed. As soup, etc without 
exception are found to be invariably concomitant with an enjoyer, so pradhana 
(matter) along with its transformation is the thing enjoyed, (and) an enjoyer is 
inferred form it., And this is not proper .. In the absence of enjoyership of the soul 
(when soul is not an enjoyer), how (could) the soul(be) inferred from the thing 
enjoyed, because the relation of the enjoyable (thing that can be enjoyed) with 
the soul is not appr ehended ? And its non-appr ehension is on account of the soul 
not being an object of perception That it is not its object is stated in ‘There is 
absence of persistence in the particular’-If soul is (said to be) cognised by 
pecerption, then on account of the soul’s being an object of perception, it would 
be the common object of perception and inference, and so there would be the 
fault of proving what is already proved (siddhasadhyata). 


^rrft mi; 

mi ? cruft '^ift 


mi, 

cf mi; cRJ £gRTlsfq 



I 3W 3TIoRT; ci^T 3TIM, 
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Soup, etc is (said to be) seen as invariably concomitant with an enjoyer,. 
(We ask :) Is it seen to be invariably concomitant with an enjoyer other than 
body, etc, or is it seen to be invariably concomitant with an enjoyer which is 
only the body ? If it is seen to be invariably concomitant with an enjoyer other 
than body, etc,, then the illustration is a proto-type of that which it is meant to 
illustrate, since the soul is super-sensuous.. If the soul is (said to be) appre¬ 
hended by perception, then the soul is (already) established; of what use is 
inference (then)? (i.e. it is not needed to establish it),, 


3W mi; cT^T ^ft^RRTT WJWR W ftfe i 

srm:, aiwr:, 

fcRzr ^ wi ^ ffe i ^ era gra?cHwfq 

Ararat i i 


If it is seen to be invariably concomitant with an enjoyer which is only the 
body, then the soul cannot be established on account of the modifications of 
body being joined to enjoyment . Or, let soul be the enjoyer, even then there 
would be the contingency of the fault of the occur ring of what is not done, and 
the loss of what is not done-the soul comes to have the fruit of action not done 
(by it), and intellect does not acquire the fruit of action done by it And if the 
fruit of an action not done comes to one, then that fruit would be there even 
in the case of emancipated soul, because there is the absence of any cause of 
the restruction of its existence in the soul(-that it could go to a bound soul, but 
not to an emancipated one) .. And therefore there would be the contingency of 
non-emancipation (non-pure- state) 





1 smeri 






: 1 srirapfi ^ 
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[5. Showing that emancipation as accepted by the 
samkhya does not stand to reason] 


Hence also emancipation is not accountable, on account of the enjoyable 
and the enjoyer remaining. In your view, the enjoyable does not leave the 
existent soul (does not ever leave the soul). That character in which a thing 
remains as an object of enjoyment of the soul,-that character a thing never 
leaves behind, because the character of enjoyership of the soul is not left 
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behind, and if it wer e left behind there would be the contingency of the extinc¬ 
tion of the soul, 


gffpnfcfr h Ws i wn ? 
si i eras WWrat 1W?t: i 


an'-wt mw c^r -H^wsrram ciqW i eras wWm fW?t: i 

[6. showing that emancipation of the nature of bliss as 
acceptable to vedanta is not supported by reason.] 

Those also who speak of soul’s emancipation (state of emancipation) as 
of the nature of bliss, do not speak in conformity with reason (are not those 
who speak logically), How so ? If soul were to have the nature of bliss, and 
if it were self-apprehended, then there would be the contingency of its being 
apprehended even in the mundane (transmigratory) state, And then the effort 
for emancipation would be fruitless, 

HdfclJl ^ICHpl 3TlcReff^f 

^ %f^T 3 i Rmr i if 3 ■jpr: ? t 

feRi i tsi cT^ 

f^wi^sfq %Rl cr^^rr%5fq ^Rt, ^r( ci) ^ncH^r: 


i m 


■ferenfr * r< riiPi smteRi’ ^fir ? sdcrtshhI^c) i cTcTU 


f: ii ^ii 


It may be urged : The essential nature of the soul, being obscured (cov¬ 
ered) by dirt which is beginningless, is not apprehended in the mundone state; 
as there is not the cognition of jar in respect of a jar covered by cloth, so there 
is not the cognition of soul (self) in respect of soul anointed (covered) with dust 
(Answer-) This is not pr oper, because of the illustration and the thing illustrated 
not being similar-there is not the cognition of jar in respect of a jar covered with 
cloth, there being the covering of cloth, there is not relation (contact) with the 
sense-organ, and because of this, sensuous cognition does not arise, But here, 
what is separ ated (covered) by the curtain of dirt ? The object of knowledge and 
the knower are not separ ated. Both the object of knowledge and the knower are 
of the nature of soul—as with the Buddists, consciousness is self-apprehended 


Tattavopaplavasimha 


161 

(self-apprehensible); and it is apprehended, even when the object is present; 
(and so also) even in its absence; Similarly the soul’s nature is self-apprehen¬ 
sible; it is apprehended even when the dirt (impurity) is present, and is appre¬ 
hended even when it is not present, as the dirt is ineffectual, since it remains as 
an entity different from the soul. If the impurities stay as identical with it, then 
what is meant by ‘Impurities are removed’., It should mean ‘soul is removed’. And 
so there would be the contingency of absence of emancipation., 



[7. Showing the impossibility of the inference of soul 
in the Mimamsaka’s view.] 


Similarly, even according to the Mimamsaka’s view, inference of soul 
cannot function (operate, be there), because pramanas (organs of knowledge) 
are accepted as having as their objects things that are not apprehended by 
other pramanas.. Pramanas are known to have their specific (peculiar) objects- 
inference does not operate in respect of that which can be determined by 
perception, and perception does not operate in respect of that which is deter¬ 
mined by inference. Therefore pramanas have their specific objects to the 
exclusion of the objects of each other®, This is not proper. ‘There is absence 
of relation in respect of a particular (visesenugamabhavah)- particular’ means 
a thing which can be cognised by a specific pramana, such a thing being ac¬ 
cepted, there is the absence of anugama of inference.. ‘Anugama’ signifies rela¬ 
tion; that is to say, there is the impossibility of its cognition,, 

3$(^)l??^STSrWW$ arjiin Wet; Wr 

M 


If (it is urged that) inference oper ates even in respect of a thing which is 
determined by perception, etc, then perception and inference will come to 

@ Should not the reading be “Itaretaryyavrttavisesavisayani ?” 
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iji ave a common ('sadharana') obiec &and commonness signifies sameness; ‘in the 
event of there being sameness there would be (the fault of) proving what is 
already proved (siddha-sadhyata), as it is (already) cognised by pe rceptio n. 
And the epithet ‘cognising an object not (already) cognised would lose its 
significance.. $kn 

37?rt, fat i uwM^k 

i ^ ^ cRf wtpt fait, w ^ ^ M ct^it i ^ fa^ 

i ^ ^ i nw( ? 

Or, another meaning is ‘proving when the universal is established’.. The 
relation of known (probandum) and that which makes known (probans) is 
accepted between two universal (e g. fineness and smokeness) by the 
Mimamsaka,. And that universal does not exist. How it does not exist has al¬ 
ready been said Therefore (the meaning is) the proving of what is establish- 
ing-the proving of what exists , And fire (universal) does not exist, so in its 
absenc^ what will this make known, 

smr, fat fa^n^rRf i Iwth i i ^ 

i <r^C x3) foreran ptppr; i ? 

Or there can be another meaning-established means of proof, (probans) 
existing means of proof; and smoke (universal) does not exist; but it is non¬ 
existent universal, How could universal be a means of proof (probans) ? 

3tsrt, ta^irwrfRi4^ ^ ~m wimi, 372 ^ 
crt arjRcf 1 cr^ i Rfq 37ft 5 

■3ft3 1 ^ 37fq <J ir%^ I ^ ^ 'Q^RTi 

3PPMR7RI I TsnwrRRTPPTP II ^ II 
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Or, ‘Siddhasadhanam’ signifies that a known cause of inference is the 
means and smokeness is not known, because it is itself non-existent, or because 
of the absence of the mean of cognising it. If has a persistnet form (character). 
Now, it is not persistent in itself, nor in one individual, but in many individuals, 
while many individuals are not cognised, but only one smoke individual is 
cognised There cannot be the apprehension of universal being persistent in 
respect of one individual. And there is not universal of another character. (And 
universal cannot have any other character),® 


37SRT 


‘Akarantaram Samanyam’ instead of ‘akarantara-samanyam’ is better 
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[ ?n§UUrl^Hd^l^HiHpd Pum: !] 

7FIT, 3TJ7H ^ 'JTcJxfit I 

3H^RcTc^ TTTPFR^T^WTt:, ? craft WRFRft: 

ferd; iwnsTiw cpft: TiRR: 1 Rfr 


TO Dafiitofirm nf JnfpfAtirp 




Similarly, the infer ence of the Buddhists also cannot oper ate on account of 
relation not being known. Its non-cognition is as follows-Is there the determina¬ 
tion (knowledge) of the relation between two universal, or between universal 
and particular , or between two particulars ? If the relation between two univer¬ 
sal is (said to be) determined, that is not proper; there being no possibility of 
the universal, there cannot be their relation, Nor can the relation between uni¬ 
versal and particular be determined, because the universal does not exist . 


m crnfo faq- 3#qk, ^mt:, ? crsrft 


3 #4* 





? craft 










If there is (said to be) the determination of the relation between two 
particulars, there also, is it between two objects or between two cognitions or 
between cognition and object ? If the relation between two objects is (said to 
be) determined, is the knowledge of the relation of causality between smoke 
and fire on account of existence alone or on account of association of (knowl¬ 
edge) with their shape or on account of being produced by them, or on ac¬ 
count of all these jointly ? If there is said to be (this) apprehension of fire and 
smoke due to existence alone, then that apprehension would not be of fire 
alone, but there would be the contingency of its being the cognition of the 
three worlds because existence is common with all devoid of any aiding factor 
[if existence alone is required for knowledge without any aiding factor, that is 
found in all things alike, so there is no reason why there should be knowledge 
of fire alone, and not of all other things]. 
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TfFT 


Trfd ^ | 3?Sf 7 T^Uf^lR 4 

1; ^IHI^KfM^ccjqpM ^ cT^ ; ^HdKle^oqcjp^ ^s# 

j rfcf^ I pRc}i{cj 

3T«T ft<|chK TRnft^HH; yfci^oMd-i^Tf crff ^ 


[1. Incidental examination and refutation of the theory 
that knowledge assumes the shape of the object.] 

If it is ur ged that it is said to be its apprehension on account of its being 
associated with the shape of fire, (our answer is) as self-reflex is brought about 
by fire, so self-reflect (self-manifestation) is brought about by the knowledge 
of smell etc, tainted with the shape (character) of odour; therefore when it 
arises as of the shape of knowledge, so it is proper that it should be of the 
shape of smell, etc and therefore, there being association with a number of 
shapes, the ordering that each knowledge has its own object does not obtain.. 
If it is urged that the knowledge of smell etc. does not impress the shape of 
smell, etc on the knowledge of fire, then the impressing of the shape of smell 
exists in full identity with knowledge, and in the event of its not being im¬ 
pressed, the shape of knowledge also would not be impressed. And then 
knowledge of fire would be non-knowledge. Further, knowledge of smell, etc 
is partless, it could not impress shape by only a part of it, (so that the shape 
of knowledge could be impressed and not that of knowldge).. If knowledge of 
smell,etc is said to be devoid of shape, then the ordering of specific objects 
(that each cognition has its own object) would not obtain, let that cognition of 
fire also be shapeless, 

JTOPlf I m ^(^)^qrt7Tc% cT ^lf^ ^ cFFf 

^ crft clt^f ? 3T«T cifefFT 


^ cFF? 


? m cffefFT 


Moreover, if there is (said to be) apprehension of fire on account of 
association with the shape of fire, then it would come to be the apprehension 
of the previous cognition also on account of association with the shape of the 
previous cognition, because it is associated with its shape and because it is 
produced by it If it is urged that when it is associated with its shape and 
produced by it, it is not its apprehension, then why is it the apprehension of the 
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object also, because here there is the incompatibility of both ? If it is urged that 
cognition is not apprehended by another cognition because that it is already 
known, then it does not obtain as the apprehension of the object also which 


is cognised by another man.. 



Moreover if that is the apprehension of fire on account of being associ¬ 
ated with the shape of fire then it should be the apprehension of fire, then it 
should be the apprehension of fire, etc also on account of association with the 
shape of thingness.. If it is urged that eyes etc do not impress an uncommon 
(peculiar) shape, so it is not their apprehension, because blue does not impress 
the nature of its own residence, place, time, and because it does not impress 
the nature which is brought about by the collocation of its own causes., And if 
it were the impressor, there would be association with the shape of blue, and 
the fact of being produced by its cause, The relation of cause and effect is not 
possible (between two things) when they are simultaneous and produced by 
one cause, as in the case of the two horns of a bull produced simultaneously. 
If it is urged that it is not produced as having an uncommon (peculiar) shape, 
but is produced as a reflex of only the blue, (we answer) being produced as 
having the shape of the particulars, eye etc,, it would be the cognition of 
eye, etc.. 



3#rar cit ? f*M, *fi f% c n f wst , 





i stsjf ft- 


TFHT 



^rfcf ? 


Moreover is the being possessed of the shape of fire different from the 
cognition of fire, or non-different ? If different, is it real or unreal ? Now if it 
is real, how is it cognised, not by its being self-apprehensible, nor by being the 
producer, and impressor of shape. It cannot be self-apprehended in the ab- 
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sence of being constituted of cognition.. Nor is it accepted as the producer and 
impressor of shape. It is the object that impresses the shape and not the being 
possessed of the shape of object, or if it were the impressor of shape, there 
would be (an infinite) series of shapes Ifthebeing possessed of shape Is 
unreal, being unreal its body would not be apprehended, and so how could 
it be the determiner of the respective objects (of cognitions) ? 



If it is non-different, is it real or unreal ? If it is real, is it unconscious or 
of the nature of consciousness ? If it is unconscious then it could not be non- 
different from knowledge, because consciousness and non-consciousness being 
mutually exclusive in character cannot possibly have oneness . If it is of the 
nature of consciousness, then there is only a difference of terminology in 
‘knowledge’ and ‘shape of object’.. If it is (said to be) unreal, then knowledge 
also would be unreal. And it is not that there is not possession of the shape of 
object as different from the knowledge; on the contrary the very nature of 
knowledge is said to be of the nature of possession of shape of object. And that 
is being produced in common by eye, object, light in respect of being pro¬ 
duced®, there would be the contingency of its being alike the cognition of all 
causal factors.. 



The text does not seem to be quite correct 
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[2. Dialectical refutation of the fact of the mirror serving as an 
illustration, accepting the form of the face.] 

As to what is stated, viz “The disc of the mirror accepts the form of the 
face, does not abandon the form (character) of mirror, so knowledge also 
accepting the form of the object does not abandon the form of knowledge”,- 
that also is not proper .. It will have to be stated as to what is meant by the disc 
of the mirror accepting the form of the face-does it mean identity or production 
of a place that is not peculiar ? If it signifies identity, then how would it not 
abandon the form (character) of mirror, if it is identical, this would be one 
entity, face or mirror. If the acceptance of face signifies production of a place 
that is not peculiar, then the acceptance of shape (by knowledge) also would 
come to be production of a place that is not rare (peculiar), and so the order¬ 
ing or restriction of peculiar objects could not be achieved by shape,. And 
because of remaining only in a form that is not cognised, even if cognition of 
fire is possessed of shape, it would not be the means of fire.. 


IRtsfo r spsffo strrrrr RfiRruiRra^R wyfafei 

RT ? Rfc RRTRR3?R R<RRR R KR SfHIRK&U WR) I 3W RcRTiR 

Puifci I 3W 3WHt; R R\ RFW -g^uR | 

Risfefo 1% ^TPTR I 


For this reason also there is not the cognition of fire - Is it known or 
unknown, (if known) is it known by another knowledge or is it self appre¬ 
hended? If it is (said to be) apprehended another knowledge, that is not 
proper, in your view, knowledge is not apprehended by another knowledge, 
If it is (said to be) self-apprehended, that is not proper, as this is refuted by the 
Naiyayikas on the strength of the illustration of object.. If it is (said to be) 
unknown, it is not the means of apprehension of fire according to the maxim, 
“knowledge which is not directly known is not known to have a vision 
of the object”. 


3#f R 
RfRRrfR; cRJ 

7PRRTt5cTRR: 
OFT) tMRTRT 


R-RR fRTWTTftT fRR 3TS};, ¥RR W RT ? Rft 3?«f: 
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Further, what is it that appears in that which is (known as) cognition of 
fire ? Does the object appear or knowledge or both ? If the object (is said to) 
appear, that is not proper, because there is not the possibility of its apprehen- 
-sion-4n-an~apprehension-which ils -(itself not apprehended. If knowledge's" 


* * ' i 1-—--O'" 

said to appear), then the relation of fire and smoke could not be known, as the 


would not be possible (—it would not be one).. Therefore, when fire gives rise 
to smoke, it does not give rise to its own knowledge,. In the absence of knowl¬ 
edge by what will the relation of effect and cause be determined ? If fire (is 
said to) give rise to knowledge of fire, then fire cannot be the producer of 
smoke, (and) in its absence the relation of cause-effect between two external 
things cannot be determined by the knowledge of fire, etc 


knowledge of relation is preceded by their apprehension. If both (are said to) 
appear, that is not proper, because the cognition of one is by nature exclusive 
of the shape of the second And the shapes of knowledge and object are not 
cognised in the knowledge of fire; on the contrary, there is the manifestation 
of fire only.. 

If it is urged that it is the apprehension of fire on account of being 
produced by fire, (we ask) how is it produced by fire ? -by it of the nature of 
being non-producer of it or by it of the nature of being producer of it ? If by 
it of the nature of being non-producer of it, how can it which is of nature of 
being non-producer of it give rise to it ? 

sm R^^hrfrrtr:, r Rf§ r^rft 

I m *rrt%r mu 

If it is said to be of the nature of being producer of it, then there would 
not be the production of smoke from fire, because being by nature the pro¬ 
ducer of knowledge of fire, there is not the possibility of its being the producer 
of smoke.. If it is urged that it produces smoke by that very nature, then cog¬ 
nition also would come to be of the form of smoke or smoke of the form of 
cognition, a non-different thing is producer, and there is no cause which could 
differentiate. 

ST 8 ! ■^FPTfcT; [RjRRRR RT I 

dcM fiRRY r ^rwTgcqi^Tfcf i *tjr f^RT %r 

■felcf? -STR R^RRIRfJRTIRRfR; R Rf| RRRTRIcf R 

If it (is urged that it) produces it by another' nature, (we say) No, because 
one thing cannot have two natures, and if it were to have two natures oneness 


[ 3. ■jTOTjfnr: i \ ] 

R RfcR^* RRT SRTRrlfRRRT'FR 

R^Rfq ^ | ^ 

cMrl:, RT&RR; - 

^RI^^chcbl4viiHcFlrHi I WjM I <SW 3? fcr^d^U| 

r rpiY; rrt irrrPt r <prfef arroRf^R: i rr*j r rsrt^ ^%qfR: i 

[3. Again an attempt to show the unaccountability of the 
relation of cause-effect between fire and smoke for the 
refutation of inference from effect on causality.] 

Hence also the relation of cause-effect between fire and smoke cannot be 
possible for. As that which is of the nature of unchanging fire is not known by 
you to be the manifestator of a number of effects in succession, so that on 
which modification is not dependent (that which does not undergo modifica¬ 
tion) should not be known to be the manifestor of a number of effects simul¬ 
taneously produced. If it is recognised as being the producer simultaneously of 
a number of effects, on account of the rise of which is possessed of the power 
to give rise to a number of effects simultaneously (we answer), if this is so, then 
on account of the rise of that which is the manifestor of a number of successive 
effects, it would give rise to one effect successively,, If it is urged that it actually 
does so, (we say that) the nature of being the producer of a number of suc¬ 
cessive effects is relatively (being dependent)., If this is accepted it would mean 
giving up your own views.. If (it is said that) the successive effects are not 
produced by it of unflickering form, then it not undergoing modification would 
not do so (produce effects) simultaneously also. Therefore there would not be 
the rise of smoke from fire.. 
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3?R T^ej flR '^iR'lR 1 

R erf! ^ Igl 3#R(f^:) R#*T[%5]d£HIHRd« 
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RI ? R?rfe fqdM^cj *FR%; 
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If only one thing is produced by that fire, what is that one-cognition or 
smoke ? If cognition alone is produced, then seeing smoke one would not 
cognise fire®, because it does not owe its origination to its operation., If smoke 
alone is produced, then without its knowledge, by what would the relation of 
cause-effect be known ? 

I^tsfq T&mi ^ ^iiMilfci fir ^hIcmkh Ur# f% =tt 

criH w mniPd 1 %rt i 

For this reason also fire’s being the manifesto of smoke is not compat¬ 
ible- does it bring about smoke by being its instrumental cause, or the material 
cause, If it is produced by it serving as the instrumental cause, then without the 
constituent cause the character of smoke would not obtain 




#7# Hf#; ^ 3RTOm 
IT’# fJRIH 3T?r 


If ’T#? STKjTT# 


R^FHRT I 


If it is (said to be) brought about by it as the material cause, (we ask) 
how could it which is of a non-homogeneous class be the constituent cause ? 
Or, if this is accepted there will arise consciousness at the beginning of concep¬ 
tion, in foetus, etc even from the aggregate of body and sense-organs, so 
enough of hypostatising knowledge of other-world.. 



fRRF R 




R^riR: ffd qwnft 




I -^dpH 


“mkT^R ffrf i” 


If (it is urged that) there is not the rise of cognition without a homoge¬ 
neous cognition, (we say), then thus how could there be the rise of smoke also 
from non-homogeneous fire ? If it is urged that there is homogeneity on ac¬ 
count of fire’s having the character of colour, (we say) thus body, etc also 
would be homogeneous on account of the character of being unique particu¬ 
lars,, Keeping only this in view, it has been said, “From body only, according 

Confusion of two constructions, It should be dhumam “drstva agnim pratyeti” 
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to Brhaspati”. 

f^d^lW"MldiKd - 'i n rdd#WdT 3’TrecWT ^ # ’TRT: 3#RT3TTfdcH^: I *T ^T 

^rrRRTRTRTwr wRfrT^nfRR: w” 

If it is urged that body is not homogeneous with possession of (character 
of) knowledge, (we say) fire also is not homogeneous with the possession of 
(character of) smoke.. All things have constitutions exclusive of each other on 
account of having a shape produced by a specific cause, and on account having 
a fixed place, time, nature. There cannot be in them the continuity of each 
other’s character, nor the continuity of one universal.. It is said : 

“All things are by their nature established in their own natures®, since 
they are exclusive on account of their nature and the nature of others”., 


cfcT^J fRRRTdtRTcfl 
[Tcfc? 


^ I'M HR R 
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Therefore everything is seen to arise from what is heterogeneous, nothing 
has ever been seen to arise from what is homogeneous.. Thus heterogeneous 
body, etc will give rise to consciousness at the beginning of conception in the 
foetus, etc Therefore, the other-world is not established.. 


3TO HHR^ldlR fqsilR iRRT felR Rfa 
3n#9RT*RMRRlcf I RR£I R^rfjRIR flRct I 
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If it is ur ged that cognition does not arise without a homogeneous cog¬ 
nition, then nothing would arise on account of the absence of homogeneous 
causes. Therefore inference from effect (or based on causality) would be lost 
(cease to exist),. 

IRtsfq RlpRjRRt: t^R^RTRTRTTR Rvrf ^R “ ^r>\ T^R 


Rfaci; c^T wm 3T^|chcriHm^cl HH^ql I 

For this also it is not possible to determine the relation of cause-effect 
@ Should it not be ‘svasvabhavavyavasthitah’ ? 
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between fire and smoke — Is the relation of cause-effect between foe and 
smoke determined by one cognition or by respective cognition (each of fire 
and smoke)., If one cognition is said to grasp both, then either cognition would 
come to be non-momentary or the cause of smoke. 


m yPoMn ^ 




If (the relation of) prior and posterior (cause and effect) is (said to be) 
determined by the respective cognition of each, that is not proper; only its 
being is manifested by the cognition apprehending smoke. The existence of its 
nature is asserted by the (cognition) apprehending only its nature. It is said - 
"In respect of generality, there is the proving of what is already established.” 
(samanye siddhasadhyata) cognition of smoke is valid in respect of generality 
- only the existence of smoke, 

i ^ s(^im *ncr: 

^ ^ 

fa w T sifatfir 


Visese’nugamabhavah’-There is absence of anugama-absence of opera¬ 
tion in respect of visesa (particular), bhede (difference, unique points - instant 
distinct from others), the conception of relation of causality (prior-posterior) 
with fire, Cognition of smoke cannot know this, viz, “Is this nature of smoke 
originated before fire or simultaneously with it or after it ?” The nature of fire 
in respect of cognition of smoke has been established as equivalent to ghost 
(i e Jt can n <=> more be perceived by cognition of smoke than a ghost can)-as 
cognition does not make the nature of ghost, etc., its object, it cannot establish 
the priority-posteriority-simultaneity of smoke with it, the nature of fire also 
is not determined by cognition of smoke; cognition of smoke cannot gr asp the 
nature of smoke as related as prior-posterior-simultaneous with it 
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! ^it 3 W ’’isngr fWM sqcw ? ■^rrq 

far ^ ci^fkircf ffatrrffi i fqwfaft 

I ? ¥lfa, ^TRT fa ’StT 

^ Alfalfa I 

It may be urged-Though cognition of smoke does not make nature of fire 
its object, even then the nature of fire is (certainly) cognised by its own cog¬ 
nition, whereas the nature of ghost, etc,, is not determined by anything; (so) the 
relation of cause-effect (casality) of smoke with it is not cognised., This is not 
proper.. Only the existence of foe is determined by the cognition of fire also, 
but not conception of prior-posterior-simultaneous with smoke, Existence 
which is real (not conceptual) is manifested by congnition of fire., But “Is it 
(fire) originated prior to smoke or along with it or after it, is it originated after 
a long time, or is originated by conceptualising or is it non-originated ?”-This 
is not the object of the operation of the cognition of smoke, but it only asserts 
its existence as connected with reality alone. Ghost also is cognised by its own 
cognition How ? It is known, let it also be one whose figure is grasped by its 
own cognition-if only cognition of smoke is not able to manifest the relation 
of priority, posteriority, of smoke with it 


3PT«TTOTft-(m5W0 


^ fafa I ^(-^T) 
TT^t I 
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For this reason also, the relation of cause effect between fire and smoke 
cannot be determined. The smoke does not exist when cognition of smoke is 
existent, fire does not exist when the cognition of fire is existent,, What is non¬ 
existent cannot certainly be cognised, otherwise there would be the cognition 
of kesonduka (wolly mass) also which is uncognisable. 

^ ^ TR# TJcf § fofa’ fa; ! fal ffloR I vI 

f4fa; - (T^chd 

It may be urged - The kesonduka (wolly mass) does not exist at all time- 
neither at the time when there is cognition before, whereas fire, etc are existent 
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before (“though not at the time of cognition”). If you really want to say, "It is 
not existed at the time of cognition, but it exists before”—this is well said.. ‘It is 
not exist ent at the time of cognition, it exists before, things are well established 
without cognition,.’ It may be urged that it exists before since it is the producer 
of cognition, (we ask :) By what is its being the producer of cognition cognised, 
because cognition is determined as manifesting its own person (alone) ? And 
therefore, the shapes of fire and smoke are like ghosts, add perception is not 
meant to determine the relation of cause-effect between them. 


Tie? 1 I I ^ 

t^TOHTOOTc( ^4 'em 3^fqftfcf SfftFf I 


It may be urged - Their essential nature is established as their shapes as 
comprehended by cognition could not otherwise be accounted for,. This is not 
proper ; for shape has already been repudiated and the relation of shape and 
thing has not been determined; and when this is not determined, how can 
shape give knowledge of the object,, Thus it is not possible to determine that 
knowledge is produced by the thing, nor that a thing is produced by (another) 
thing. Thus the relation of cause-effect not having been determined, how can 
one seeing smoke infer fire ? 


[ ftrcEFET 



ftw: \ i 



[4. Dialectical refutation of inference by showing 
the impossibility of its object.] 


Moreover, what is the object of inferential knowledge-is the unique par¬ 
ticular, fire, etc . its object or generality which is a real entity, or unreal uni¬ 
versal or conceptual construction, or its own part, or is inferential knowledge 
objectless ? 








^ i 


If it has unique particular as its object, then difference of perception and 
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inference does not obtain; on account of having unique particular as its object, 
there would be the contingency of inferential cognition also having a lucid 
character, and it is you not others who regard it as ‘non-lucid’., 


3P* 1 4-MyicbKH^ i TO 

ff-rq; | 5TPT OTft — 

«h^|pc|ci^ 3n I Pi cfcsl M ^ *1 *1 * 4l St* 4 1 I 3T?T 

^ <y|f^TRTTi 

TTTRTcf, RFTTfcT 7 FOTH TOTH ^7 1 3W 

wrfq - OTift 

fqSRt; TO l ^ - 

cFOTtTO, TTfcITOTO i 


Others say, “The unique particular alone has a distinct shape..” If unique 
particular cognised by perception is clear, that cognised by inference is not-clear, 
this is a difference of the unique particular only (and not of the cognitions). One 
fire is capable of producing perception, another fire is capable of giving rise to 
inference. If there arose inferential cognition in respect of fire capable of produc¬ 
ing perception, then there might perhaps be difference between perception and 
inference; as long as fire capable of producing inferential knowledge is quite 
different, It may be urged that perception and inference are conceived as non- 
different on amount of sameness of object, viz . unique particular-If this be so, 
the cognitions of smell, taste, etc would come to be non-different due to 
sameness of the object, viz, unique particular ; all (knowledge) would be knowl¬ 
edge of smell or knowledge of taste. It may be urged that even though (all 
knowledge) has unique particular as object, it is referred to as ‘knowledge of 
smell, etc’, in order to specify out the sub-types (sub varieties). If this is so, even 
when fire is the object, let knowledge be referred to as perceptual or inferential 
in order to specify the sub-types (sub varieties). If cognitions of smell, etc are 
(said to be) different due to the instruments being different, then let there be 
differences of perception and inference on account of instruments being ac¬ 
countable for, Thus the statement, ‘Inference has unique particular as its object’ 
is foolished, because the phenomenon of fire is manifested. 



I 
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If it is urged that real universal is its object, (vresay) No, since there is 
absence (non-existence) of it, it cannot possibly be the producer of cognition,. 
A thing is not found to be an object without being the producer (of cognition). 




I - 

TPTRJ "352? 

^ fa 


wifa: i ^fa ^ 


It may be urged : Unreal universal is its object; it is said, “Universal is 
conceptual; its form is presented by the intellect.” This also is not proper, how 
can non-existent universal become the object of the intellect. Can it do so by 
its mere existence, or on account of co-production, or by impressing the shape 
of producer ? In the absence of all these, it will have to be pointed out what 
it means to say that it is the object,, If even in the absence of its being producer, 
etc,, universal appears in the intellect, then colour etc, also should not be 
imagined to be producers-colour without bringing about knowledge would be 
perceptible,. 

fe<rn:(R:) i % _ 

37^f ? cfsrf^ 

TjlHlPd, I 

TTrTTgTT’vTll Jl-lJ^ y y - j^n ,111 . 


•A* t0 thC smtement lt P roceeds as judgement after having identified, 
unified the perceived and the conceived objects, - the unified perceived is the 
external unique particular, colour etc, the conceived is the shape superimposed 
by intellect. What again is their unification (identification) ? Is it production as 
non-different, or determination as non-different, or are they brought together ? 
If it signifies production as non-different, none but one who has smashed all 
shame can dare to talk of the production of real and unreal as non-different,. 
And it they were produced as non-different, existence would come to be non¬ 
existence, or universal would come to be a real, and if it were real, inference 
would come to have unique particular (which alone is real) as its object, (And 

then) the sources of the difference of perception and inference would have to 
be investigated, 
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If identification (is said to) signify the cognition as one of the perceived 
and the conceived, that is not proper. Does only one shape appear, or a couple 
of shapes ? 

flSlfc ^ ^ 3FFR: TliTT^Tfcf; clfe s^icfriC, ? tTUft 

ott^r: Trfcr^rrfcT; i^mfamifa stjrr vw&fa i 

If only one shape appears, is it the perceived shape perceived, or the 
shape of conception ? If the perceived shape appears, then inference would 
come to have only the point-instant (unique particular) as its object. 

3TO f^$<rMI<*>k: ^fcr^Tfcl; ?TR 

....^RTRfdf<TbloqfdRtb) ? ' WRPdRTb: ; 

i ^ WiFi wfcfa ^fa i i <n fcr4s Tmfa 

yb'xti I ..[^RT] d!fc(cbrc|y-H^| ^ 


If the conceived shape appears, then due to its being devoid of all reality, 
or due to its not being an object of apprehension, it would have to be said 
point-instant..is it non-different or different from..? If it be non-differ¬ 

ent, then inference would come to have unique particular as its object,, And it 
should not be said that superimposed universal is cognised, And universal 
would come to be real—or there would be the contingency of the unreality 
of the perceptible. If the conceived shape is different, then it should not be said 
that it is apprehended through superimposition, as it is intervened by the point- 
instant and shape of conception.. 

3R fatfa RvTSPfa WTFTR; cRRf, 15%JTc( I Tfifrfel m W 

I 

If it is urged that universal is conjoined with unique particular, that is not 
true, because the real and the unreal cannot be joined,, (Only) the conjunction 
of two real is seen, as ,for example, of eye and jar. 


■SraftcT I crag 
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, , “ * e C 0 “P le u of sha P es of universal and unique particular be apore- 

loSSt 1WiVersaland uni <^ Particular which are different 
from each other should be cognised. And therefore it should not be said - “It 

proceeds by way of its judgement after having identified the perceived and the 

to have If r diStinCt Sha P fiS a PP eai < *** inference would come 

to have unique particular as its object.. And if it be the object, the cause of the 

difference of the two sources of knowledge would have to be stated And 
apprehend 1 “ * ° f ^ ^ (substantiali ^ could not possibly be 


3 rfnrfen% 


? dip? 


Moreover, it is said that universal of the form of exclusion of non-fire 
appears in the cognition of fire produced by smoke.. Why is it not accepted that 
appears by way of exclusion of non-water ? It does not arise as excluding 
non-water, nor as excluding non-fire; if it were not to arise there would be hf 
impossib ility of ( the sources of knowledge! having their respective objects 

I «wqf 

because it arises as apprehending itself. And if knowledge be objectless in re’ 
spect of what would man proceed and from what would man proceed and from 
what would he desist ? There would be no activity. If it is urged that thinking that 

wh S P1 ° duced h l flre ’ he moves t0 the vicinity of the fire, then he would *fthus 
when there is the rise of knowledge of smoke. 

3 T 8 I cKi 

^TWrHcbc^Jcf I 

If it is said that inference has its own aspect as its object, then the differ 
ence of perception and inference could not be accounted for because ±e 
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knowledge apprehended is of the nature of unique particular,. 
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[5. Showing the impossibility of the determination that 
two cognitions are related as cause-effect.] 

Now, two cognitions are determined as related as cause-effect. This also 
is not proper, since it is not possible to determine in the case of two coignitons 
also that they are related as cause-effect-knowledge of effect which results in 
self-consciousness does not identify with itself another cognition,, In the ab¬ 
sence of this act, how does it know, ‘By what was my nature brought about’, 
because cognition different from it is comparable to ghost i„e. unreal ? There¬ 
fore, (one) cognition is not different from another cognition,, When there is 
their non-difference, how could there be the relation of cause-effect, because 
operation on oneself is contradictory ? 




fern 

Uch^VH ^rfrT, \ % Slciijfcpft d#TJ I 

3TST ^HcjlrC FTT 34^4^l<jfr1U’H 4 U " ^ift H I 

■qcf^TT STSRrit eft ? ^ ^q^Tfq#qcT; cf^T ^rfei 

^Rr ip:, i 

[6. Incidental refutation of the refutation of ‘whole’ 
by the vijnanavadin.] 

Even the argument which is advanced in order to refute avayavin®. 
Whole located in consciousness alone, and of the form of the impropriety, etc 
of occurrence, viz “The whole does not remain by a portion of it, nor 
in its entirety. For if it is accepted that it remains by a portion, there 
would be the contingency of the difference of whole. If it remains in 
its entirety, then ther e would be the contingency of its not occurring 

The text should be sthitavayavi - and not °sthitavayava, 
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elsewhere” and so on is not cognet. How ? Does the word ‘portion’ denote the 
whole or member ? If the whole is denoted, then we say that it occurrs else- 
where onl y by a portion , because it which is suc h arises as determined from its 


own cause. 

• 3 ^ 1 % i cmrfq 

^Rqwlq^nqwi^ I TO < 3 ^ 

■STcW, H ci^eh^ cjj I 

If the expression ‘its portion’ denotes part, then the whole does not re¬ 
main by a portion, because a portion cannot occur in a portion. Or let not the 
whole occur in parts, yet this does not prove that it is non-existent, since 
apprehension of its body asserts its existence . As when we say ‘Waterless 
gourd’, the absence of the relation of water and gourd is cognised, but not the 
absence of gourd or that of that water,, 

[ ^ fsPcJTT: I ] 

a^rf^T TTyfer. 37 ^ qT3T;r _ rf ^ y: ? 

wtrr im&t i 

TT^^-fq^. W^svi^: ? Tffir"3^S|T qfocfoq^ qTjq^ziT, 

I 373^ :> 

w■3’ra^n: wig, srfts 

[7. Incidental examination of the meaning of ‘non-apprehension’.] 


If it is said that there is not the apprehension itself of whole, is it the non- 
apprehension of the perceptible or the non-apprehension of the impercep¬ 
tible? If it (is said to) be the non-apprehension of what is per ceptible, that is 
not proper.. What is meant by the word ‘perceptible’ ? A thing having the 
characteristic of apprehesion (i.e capable of being apprehended) is denoted. 
And acquirement of the characteristic of apprehension signifies the entirety of 
other causal conditions and a particular nature. If this exists, how could there 
be non-apprehension ? If there is the entire aggregate of the causal factors of 
apprehension there must be apprehension and not non-apprehension, because 
its apprehension is based on its nature. If there be the non-apprehension of 
what has acquired the characteristic of apprehension, then there would be the 
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apprehension of what has acquired the characteristic of non-apprehension (i.,e„ 
what is not capable of being apprehended) and this is not what is desired. 



: 1 sm 








qraqifq, cr^rfq 



If non-apprehension of jar is only but the apprehension of the ground of 
the earth without the jar, then there would not be the apprehension of the 
ground also, as it also has acquired the characteristic of apprehension (i„e,. is 
capable of being apprehended). If it is urged that the ground having acquired 
the characteristic of apprehension is apprehended, then there would be the 
contingency of the apprehension of the jar also.. If may be urged : The nature 
of jar does not appear in the cognition of ground, and so there is not its 
apprehension, and we speak of the absence of jar.. This is not proper. The jar 
does not appear in the cognition of ground in respect of surface of earth 
supported by jar, so there would be the contingency of the talk of the absence 
of jar there also. 




1 iltcb 1 MSI 



Similarly there would not be the apprehension of knowledge also, which 
has acquired the characteristic of apprehension,, Therefore, there being the 
non-apprehension of everything there would not be the non-apprehension, as 
there would be the non-apprehension of non-apprehension itself, 


1 ^ vm, 1 sro f 


srefcT fqYTT^T qT^Tf^fq:, 
qft qcfcri q£ 



And if the apprehension of ground, etc is itself the non-apprehension of 
jar, then let it only be the non-apprehension of ghost, etc. well, let it be, what 
wrong is there ? There would be the determination of the absence of ghost,, If 
there be not the determination of the absence of determination of the negation 
of pitcher. It may be urged that non-apprehension of the perceptible signifies 
objectless knowledge.. (But) there is no objectless knowledge in your view. 
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because it ends in its own aspect (i. e, it cognises its own aspect) 



If non-apprehsenion of whole signifies non- apprehension of what is im¬ 
perceptible, this also does not set aside its existence, just as being apprehended 
is the nature of a (real) thing, so not being apprehended also is only the nature 
of a (real) thing, Just as the effect’s not being the producer of its own cause 
is the nature of the thing so not being apprehended is also only (just) the 
nature of the thing The nature of a thing does not recede (go away) if it is not 
producer of its own cause.. Similarly, the whole though not the producer of its 
effect (viz cognition) will not abandon its nature; because it arises from its 
own cause itself as of the nature of non-producer of effect, 
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[8. Refutation of the means of the form of urging the contingency 
of coloured-non-coloured in the refutation of whole.] 

As to the other means taught of the form of the contingency of coloured- 
non-coloured, that also is not true, what is colouredness of the whole ? Does 
it mean being of the nature of blue quality (colour), or being the substrate of 
blue quality, or being cojoined with a substance which is the substrate of blue 
quality, or production in a place full of it ? 



If colouredness is said to mean being of the nature of blue quality, that 
is not proper, because crystal white cloth, etc are of the nature of non-blue. If 
it means being the sustrate of blue quality, that also is not proper, because 
crystal-white cloth, etc are possessed of white colour,. 
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If it means being conjoined with a substance which is the substrate of 
blue quality, that is not accepted by you yourself so how can it repudiate 
‘whole’ ? If it is urged that is acceptable to the opponent, then as acceptable 
it is admitted as being non-contradictory; opposition of conjunction and whole 
is not admitted by the opponent, as that of artificiality and non-eternality (is 
not admitted); that (colouredness) being non-opposed, how can it repudiate 
whole ? If it not consistent to say that ‘it is the sustrate of colouredness’ and 
(at the sametime that) ‘it does not exist’ It is (inconsistent) like (saying), ‘word 
does not exist because it is artificial ’ 








If it is urged that colouredness does not belong to jar, even then its non¬ 
existence is not proved. How could there be non-existece in the absence of 
colouredness ? In its absence, absence of cognition would be contingent.. 

ft ^ 37 *}farcgft I ^ ^ <n«lt ^ l 

srtr wraft ^rnr^SRRiTcL i 


TTcfrR pcj-bc^l^ ' dl TTOI5<xbdl<hKl; W, 
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fefPfI5oqPci>P^ I 

It may be urged that the characters of being coloured and non-coloured 
are contradictory in respect of one, (we ask)By whom are they admitted as 
being contradictory ? Colouredness is conjuction of blue and substance, and 
non-colouredness is its negation, they are two different things. It is not proper 
that the whole should be different if these are different, because it is distinct 
from these two. It is not proper that one should be different when quite an¬ 
other is different because otherwise different cognition would be contingent,, If 
the whole is different on account of the difference of coloured and non- 
coloured, then ther e would be a couple of wholes, but not (its) non-existence, 
or non-distinctness from consciousness. 


<xt>dl 


t:, d£(Tft sms ^ 
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If colouredness of blue substance and cloth means production in a place 
full of it, even then its non-existence is not proved, because what are samskrta 
(compounded) are admitted as existent, 



[9. Repudiation of the contingency of ‘covered-non-covered’ 
employed in the refutation of ‘whole’.] 

The other means stated of the form of the contingency of (one thing 
being both) covered and non-covered, viz, ‘When one part is covered it is 
covered, when a part is uncovered, it is uncovered’-this is not proper., Now if 
the whole is admitted as covered or uncovered on there being the covering of 
part, that is due to the recognition of the apprehension (of whole) even when 
the parts are supersensuous., And the whole is not covered or uncovered ac¬ 
cording as the parts are covered or uncovered.. But it is said to be ‘covered’ 
when by the covering of cloth, etc the relation of Devdatta’s sense-organ (eye) 
and jar is cut off. And the expression ‘uncovered’ is used in respect of that (jar) 
in whose case by the covering such as cloth etc, the relation of Devdatta’s 
sense-organ (eye) and jar is not cut off.. Just as in your view, a thing is said to 
be non-producer on account of its not producing its own cause [should it not 
be ‘effect’ ? ]; but the thing does not become different in nature 


[ 
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[10., Repudiation of the contingency of different whole due to 
(the contingency o@ mobile-immobile employed 
in the refutation of whole.] 


As to what else is said, viz. the means of mobile-immobile., ‘When the part 
moves, the whole moves, and as another part does not move it does not move’,, 
So there being mobility-immobility, there would be the contingency of differ¬ 
ent wholes’ - This is not proper, because you yourself do not admit mobility , 
In its absence how could the whole be different on account of it ? And if 
movement (is said to) be there, then it should be said to be of the nature of 
own object, because an entity of the character of movement is produced, 


It may be urged that mobility is discussed (only) because it is acceptable 
to the other party . True, it is acceptable to the other party. But the mobility of 
the whole when part is mobile is not admitted, since it is different from it. Nor 
is the immobility of whole when another part is immobile acceptable because 
it is different from it (-whole is distinct from the parts). On the contrary, what 
is possessed of movement is said to move, and what is devoid of movement is 
said to be unmoving. 


m cifa 7 =r ^rl%, 

^ I ffc^)cRffat fat, #1:, (^TcQ I 

cfOTH, iAm ^ ^ ct*tt ^ ^ i 


It may be urged - The same substance when activity arises in it moves, 
and when activity does not arise, does not move. True, the very same (thing) 
moves and does not move.. It may be urged that (thus) the difference of whole 
is contingent., (we say-) This contingency is not there since movement is differ¬ 
ent from it (The thing and movement are two different entities)., The nomen¬ 
clature ‘mobile’ and ‘immobile’ is due to another adventitious factor. Just as in 
your view, knowledge is said to be effect and cause - it is cause in respect of 
its own effect, and effect in respect of its own cause, but it is not different, so 
difference is not seen (to be there) due to the mobility or immobility of whole. 



186 Tattavopaplavasimha 

[ W* 3iqq|qpK|ctv<uj ‘ -tf qfqqq-y 6^1 V ftTRT :i] 

— “f% -HcJqqq^UM 3ic^cJ) 1% eft ^foM4!c|44iJguH > 

wfqqcHJSuN ; rT^T TTSZr^TPT-rTT^TT^STTIftt' 
aiqqcq^ujy^TTri ar«r 4)Pa m q j s^W* jgu) 3 *ci<upciy 3 u ttj^ qimrS;"W 
qvuf§iU5 u *V 3iqqfqy^u! 'FTTr^l 3T$T 3T<N±JcHJgU|M^rt U| 373^1 fail £U|1{j rf^T ^ cftr 
TT'pT Wr^ |” cftac^ ^ *{c faH c\- q[h {jj $u| Tpfq 


etkOwehp 


BBtiBiUtBE3«BiilEBlKBimiEll!gE^EgKIBEasiKILaiL-«ll-Rffit;i[;is\!tBts™ 
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[11. Refutation of the net of dialectical alternatives 
‘By die cognition of all parts...,/ employed in the 
refutation of ‘whole’. ] 

What is said, viz, “Is the whole cognised by the cognition of all parts, or 
is it cognised by the cognition of some parts ? If it is cognised by the cognition 
of all parts, then there would be the contingency of the non-cognition of whole 
when there is the non-cognition of whole when there is the non-cognition of 
the middle part or the distinct part (-part not on our side). If it is admitted that 
the whole is cognised when some parts are cognised then there should be the 
cognition of the whole when the trunk is cognised. If (it is said that) there is 
cognition of whole without the cognition of parts, then there should be its 
cognition at all times. ” - All this is not proper. The cognition of whole is not 
preceded by (i. e. based on) cognition of all parts or cognition of some parts; 
on the contrary there is apprehension when there is the full complement of 
(causal factors such as) contact of its body and sense-organ, light, etc, other¬ 
wise cognition of whole being accepted as based on cognition of parts, there 
would be the non-apprehension of whole, etc,. 
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[12. Refutation of the argument ‘where there is not its 
cognition in respect of a different thing etc/ 
meant to refute ‘whole’.] 

As to what else is stated - means meant to refute whole, viz, “Where 
there is not its cognition in respect of a different thing, and where it is not there 
by intellect, that jar is empirically real, otherwise it is ultimately real..”- There 
if cognition of jar does not arise in respect of a broken jar , jar is not ultimately 
real (its existence is unreal) cognition of blue does not arise in respect of blue 
that because the blue is faded away; then blue also would come to be unreal 
similarly, cognition when faded away is not apprehended, so it also comes to 
be unreal 


eft fef-Tcqvj H 


wwzi ^ra% Hi dwi ft g 

cftjrqftft ? craft ft a^iPM ft 



It may be urged in the previous cognition, when another blue is de¬ 
stroyed, another cognition is apprehended and so also another 1 blue, but an¬ 
other jar is not apprehended when a jar is broken,. So (we ask), Is the produced 
(jar) not apprehended or the unproduced ? If the produced is not (said to be) 
cognised, there also is the (jar) produced as capable of giving rise to cognition 
not cognised, to its opposite (i.e. not capable of giving rise to cognition) ? 



Now if it is said that it which is originated as capable of giving rise to 
cognition is not cognised, that is not proper . If the collection of jars is produced 
as capable of giving rise to cognition, then it is (should be) invariably cognised, 
otherwise there would be the non-cognition of blue also, If there is the non¬ 
cognition of it which is the producer of cognition, then there being in this way 
the non-cognition of blue also, it also would be unreal.. 


n ’ST 3ract 7ft TPft ^-*1% Sift ft 
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It may be urged that the collection of non-produced jars is not appre¬ 
hended, and therefore it is unreal.. (Reply) Blue and cognition also when 
unproduced are not apprehended, so they also should come to be unreal. 






188 


I’attavopaplavasimha 


3W 3^rut ^ ^ -5 


I mwi 


RSTPIP^ Plfc4«h<rH^i 

cRT, ■% 

¥R'^Mdl 



It may be urged : When a jar is broken, another jar producing cognition 
does not become manifest in the state of potsherds (Reply)-If this is so when 
the indeterminate knowledge of colour perishes, another indeterminate knowl¬ 
edge of colour does not arise in the determinate state.. Similarly, gross blue 
having perished, another gross blue does not arise at the time of the origination 
of subtle blue, It may be urged that there the form (character) of blue is 
persistent (running through), or the form of knowledge is persistent., (we say) 
If so, here also the form of point-instant (unique particular) is persistent in 
potsherds and jar. 
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As to what is said, viz. ‘By intellect it is not there when scrutinised by 
intellect - reason, that cognition of jar is not there, but cognition of blue is 
there - this is not proper.. By what kind of intellect is it scrutinised - by intellect 
which is objectless or by that which has an object ? If it is scrutinised by 
(intellect) which is objectless, then the thing that is scrutinised will have to be 
stated. If what is scrutinised by objectless intellect be unreal (non-existent), 
then in this way, blue, etc., also would come to be unreal. Further there is no 
intellect which is objectless, 


craft RrairaRRHi m\ WNchi ; MxFffrasff 
cTcfrcq: I raft RTf RpWT, ? 3W cTRf 

'^[RTl^HTfcT eft cfRTSRraR; 3FRT dl'RIcUfM ! 


If it is said to be scrutinised by intellect which has an object, does it have 
as its object itself or something different from its own body (constitution) ? If 
it having its own body as its object, is the scrutineer of jar, then it will have to 
be stated what the object scrutinised is (is meant by ‘worthy of being scruti¬ 
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nised’). If it arises as illumining its body alone, then what occurs on there being 
the non-existence of jar ? (What is gained by the non-existence of jar ?) (What 
comes into prove the unreality of jar ?) If it is urged that jar does not appear 
in that cognition, and so it is unreal, then in this way there would be the 
contingency of the unreality of blue, etc also.. 



ra ? 
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If it is urged that jar is scrutinised by (cognition) which has as its object 
an object other than its own body, (we ask:) Is the jar scrutinised by (cogni¬ 
tion) having jar as its basis, or by it having an object other than jar ? If it is (said 
to be) scrutinised by it having jar as its object, then there also the meaning of 
scrutiny will have to be stated. What is done by it - Is the non-existence of jar 
revealed, or its existence or both or nothing ? If unreality, (is said to be re¬ 
vealed by it), that is not proper; having another thing as its object, it does not 
deserve to be the revealer of this, as this would be extreme absurdity; cogni¬ 
tion having colour as its object is not capable of establishing taste. 


3R Rra uratcsft; ciraft I 
ftra, ^ratcFRra rarat-sft rarafft? 
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If reality is revealed, even then there is (its) reality Or if it be empirical 
reality, there would be the contingency of the empirical reality of blue, etc 
also If both are (said to be revealed), that is not so, since its negation is not 
the object How it does not become the object of cognition has already been 
explained. Moreover, by it revealing both, existence also would be revealed., 
And when it is revealed, how could there be the empirical reality of jar ? 




?fra; 




■RT; cf? ricfniil ra fTO 


If nothing whatsoever is (said to be) revealed by it, how then is it said to 
have jar as its object ? If it has an object other than jar as its object, then (cogni¬ 
tion) being present can neither assert the existence of jar nor exclude (deny) it. 
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It may be urged that jar does not appear in that cognition, and so it has 
empirical existence,. (We answer :) If this is so, even what is an object of one 
cognition does not appear in another cognition, so it also would come to be 
empirically real And all cognitions do not appear in the other cognitions, so 
all would come to be empirically real. But this is not admitted (by you) 

[^3. ftototo tosJcTFT wtotow Pum: I] 
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[13. Refutation of the extinction of external object 
achieved by the vijnanavadin. ] 


As to the other proof (argument) advanced to deny external object, viz. 
“cognition if it is not apprehended is not the means of apprehension of an 
object., If it were the means of apprehension of an object without being (itself) 
apprehended, then the object should become known even when knowledge 
has not arisen; and when cognition of a different continuum has arisen (i.e. in 
someone other than Devdatta; that object would be cognised by Devdatta).. 
Similarly, the object would not be cognised when knowledge occurring in 
one’s own continuum has arisen, If it is ur ged that it (cognition) becomes the 
means of apprehending the object when it is (itself) apprehended by another 
cognition, that also should be apprehended by another cognition (in order to 
be able to cognise the former cognition), and thus there would be the contin¬ 
gency of the blindness of the world (-nothing would be known anywhere at 
any time) If it is urged that being self-apprehended, it becomes the means of 
apprehension of the object, then there comes about the repudiation of external 
object owing to simultaneous apprehension or owing to one apprehension, ” 
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This is not proper ,. As to what is stated, viz., “If cognition being appre¬ 
hended by another cognition were to be the means of apprehension of an 
object, there would be infinite series” - This is repudiated by non-acceptance 
itself (i.e. we donot accept that knowledge can apprehend an object only when 
it is itself apprehended),. On the contrary, knowledge becomes the means of 
apprehension of an object even when it is unapprehended. It may be urged 
that (in that case) the object would be apprehended even when knowledge 
has not arisen.. (We answer :) It will not be apprehended; the object is not 
apprehended in the absence of apprehension, but it is not (true) that the object 
is not apprehended in the absence of the apprehension of apprehension. 

- ‘■R^TRTTto ^ to to: to; 
torotoqto to tosjfsto:, r 3 to, spm ft 

TRTHRrtoft ftito tofaftdto w* 1 ton; to \ 

As to what is stated, viz., ‘The object would be cognised when knowledge 
has arisen in another continuum’ - that also is not proper., When knowledge 
arises as occurring in the continuum of Devadatta, that object is directly 
cognised by Devadatta; but not when there is knowledge occurring in another 
continuum, otherwise, cognition occurring in another continuum would occurr 
as one whose form (character) is self-apprehended, When it arises, that object 
would be directly cognised by Devadatta. 


to tt, ^rto f% 

crt tocito to to 
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Moreover, is cognition of colour of the nature of apprehension of colour, 
or of the nature of non-apprehension ? If it is of the nature of apprehension 
of colour , then the colour is already cognised, whether the cognition be appre¬ 
hended by another cognition, or it be self-apprehended; the cognition of an 
object is not preceded by the apprehension of the cognition , 


arto '3T, 




r -tpm wr^rcfi 


If cognition of colour is not of the nature of apprehension of colour, in 
that case, whether it be self-apprehended or' apprehended by apprehension of 
a different object or unapprehended (it is certain that) the colour will not be 
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directly known, just as even when cognition of taste is self-apprehended, 
colour is not visible, so colour will not be visible even when there is the 
cognition of colour, because it is not justified as being of the nature of appre¬ 
hension-of-colour.- - --— - ---- 


[ QIiTlMW ^ nrp ^ I] 


[14. Dialectical refutation of the argument of simultaneous 
apprehension employed for the repudiation 
of external object. ] 


As to what is stated, viz. ‘In the event of there being self-apprehension, 
cognition and object would be one on account of simultaneous apprehen- 
sion.’-this also should be considered as repudiated, even from the impossibility 
of its being self-apprehended, And neither is the negation (absence) of a thing, 
nor is its non-difference (from cognition) established on account of simulta¬ 
neous apprehension 






Is simultaneous apprehension an attribute of knowledge alone, or of ob¬ 
ject alone or of both ? If it is an attribute of knowledge alone, then the meaning 
of ‘simultaneous’ is not justified (i e it cannot be explained why it is called ‘simul¬ 
taneous’).. And if it is the attribute of knowledge alone, the argument of simul¬ 
taneous cognition would establish the existence of knowledge alone, but it 
would not give apprehend knowledge of the absence of distinctness of the object 
(i e. would not prove that the object is not different from the knowledge), Since 
it is not its attribute. If simultaneous cognition is (said to be) the attribute of the 
object alone, even here the meaning of‘simultaneous’ will have to be stated. Or, 
if it is the attribute of object alone, it will establish the reality of the object only, 
and so it will be contrary (viruddha) (Proof) (and hence fallacious) on account 
of proving the opposite (of what is intended to be proved).. 



Phih4j cicKioq^ I "Trf^cT I ^ ^ oq'IciJdPi, 

If it is an attribute of both, how (possibly) could there be the repudiation 
of either of the two when it is an attribute of both ? And if there be the 
extinction of either of the two, it could not justifiably be an. attribute of both.. 
‘Being an attribute of both and extinction of either (one of the two) is a (self) 
contradictory statement. And if it is an attribute of both, the determining factor 
here (due to which) ‘there is extinction of object alone and not of cognition’ 
will have to be stated But it is not there And apprehension does not repudiate 
the existence of one of the two, because it is seen even when it is existent, as 
in its cognition (even when it is cognised), 

srfir ^ -1% ^ mn ctr f% 

•HTfcZRf - 3TOM:, Sfbqfitlcb) ^ 1% WF&, ^ WP& 

ct^t wrfdT i m srsfer, kr wife 

hiwIPi wiW, r ^rfv^oiecj^ i 

Moreover, what is rendered the subject (minor term of the inference) - 
Cognition or object ? If you make cognition the subject, what is proved of it ? 
Negation or non-difference ? If absence, is it the absence of knowledge, or of 
object ? If, of knowledge that means you renounce what is admitted by it, and 
the reason would not be found to be an attribute of the subject (of the infer¬ 
ence).. If, of object, there would be in consistency you make knowledge the 
subject of the inference and (even then) it is stated that the object does not 
exist (-Which is contradictory); and simultaneous cognition would have a dif¬ 
ferent substratum. 

37oqf^: ^ f% imw, 

37^jfc^fci\cpl % I 

If non-difference is (said to be) proved, is it of knowledge or of object? If it 
is of the object, then you speak inconsistently - you make knowledge the subject 
of inference and (yet) establish the non-difference of object., Which is a contra¬ 
dictory statement, since non-difference of object is an attribute of the object . 

stIw^h i 
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monstrated with respect to knowledge only, (we 

1 its own nature > or from another’s form ? Now if 
it form its own nature, then you have to be addressed 
^divergent).---.... 
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non difference from another is demonstrated, is that alien self 
>ther s form) real or unreal ? Now, if it is unreal, then knowledge also 
xduch is non-different from it would be unreal, g S 
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determined is it known as having Inon-dS^em 

would be quite different from the real entity, so it is either non-existent as a 
subject or sublated by true knowledge) existent as a 

** STf^T^TTcmT^Tf^;, , 

** * ™ ^ ^T5* : 

If it is (said to be) determined as having a non-different character then 
; “ no ', f ” m «f «* ™«n *lf »d one deeerS” Z 

different shape is a contradiction in terms. Moreover, if it is already cognised 
as having a non-different character, then what is the use of the menL of proof 
them?’ W f S ™ ultaneous a PPrehension,’ Once an act has been perfome/ 
fmeans) S aChleVemeM g06S b ^ 0nd the wa y of a means (no longer remains 

_ mrnsxm ** ^ ^ ^ 
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If it is (said to be) one whose body is not determined, how do you know 
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that it is another’s form ? The learned (bahuvidah) do not speak of the one- 
ness-of that whose shape is determined and that whose shape is not deter¬ 
mined. And if there be oneness with undetermined shape, there would be the 
contingency of the non-apprehension of knowledge also, 

sift ^ f%wmr:; 3 #%, ^mrot: 

cT^T ^ m cJT feg^fcT, 3feg£J %j:, 

I 37?T 3#qfr; %, ^ I c*r 


Moreover, does the simultaneous apprehension pertain to two cogni¬ 
tions, or to two objects or to cognition and object ? If there is simultaneous 
apprehension of two cognitions, then neither the negation nor the non-differ¬ 
ence of the second is proved; the probans is unreal and the illustration is 
devoid of probans - in the case of the cognition of two moons there is not the 
simultaneous apprehension of two cognitions, If it is of two objects, then the 
reason is unreal, and there is not the extinction of either of the two objects Or 
if there be extinction, the other of the two being proved, external object is 
demonstrated If there is simultaneous apprehension of cognition and object, 
even then the probans is unreal and the illustration devoid of probans. 


It may be urged : ‘Because of simultaneous cognition’ signifies because of 
one apprehension of one (ekopalambha) due to the apprehension of one, the 
oneness of cognition and object is sought to be explained.. 

^ ^52f: - TTcF-qcf ^ 
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We ask: What is meant by ‘because of one apprehension of one ? Does 
it mean, “only one apprehension of cognition and object’, or ‘apprehension of 
only one”, or ‘apprehension by only one’ ? If it means that there is only one 
apprehension of cognition and object, then negation of object cannot be 
proved.. The reality of object also like the reality of cognition remains secure 
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on account of being apprehended,, This probans is unreal also because in the 
case of blue, etc, there is the possibility of many apprehensions,. This reason 
is inconclusive also, because even when there is one apprehension of a number. 

of shapes, blue, red, etc., there is not seen to be exclusion of one of them or 
non-difference., 


m oH f% ^RicHchH? ? 
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If ‘ekopalambha” means ‘apprehension of only one’, is that one of the 
character of knowledge or if the character of non-knowledge @ .. If it is (said to 
be) of the character of knowledge, that is false, the character of blue, jewel, 
jar , etc is known as the producer of knowledge, and not as being of the char¬ 
acter of knowledge, as goodpeople say # , ‘knowledge was produced by it; ‘my 
(knowledge) arose here (in respect of this)’; but there are not people who say 
‘This itself is knowledge..’ Just as blue water, etc being apprehended as real 
things, are not known as unreal in accordance with one apprehension, so being 
determined as of the character of non-cognition cannot possibly be established 
as of the character of knowledge, otherwise there would be the contingency of 
the loss (existnction) of reality (-there would be no real object) If that one 
is determined as being of the character of non-knowledge, then there is (the 
fault of) asiddhi (inadmissibility) because what is acceptable (to the opponent) 
is proved, or the (fault of) proving what is already proved. 




II s? II 


If it means, ‘apprehension by one only’, that also is only improper, be¬ 
cause water, moon, sun, etc are apprehended by many. 


There seems to be a misprint Should it not be ‘ajnanatmakam’, instead of 
jnanamakam’, 

#" Should not the text be ‘Pravadantah santi’ instead" of ‘Pravandanti santah’ ? 
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[ 3raqfePni5«5^ll5ITT ^ifad-K 1 4 ] 
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i 3m Tj^mnrqn^T:; 

[15. Repudiation of momentariness established 
through the refutation of ‘whole’.] 


As to the argument, “If the whole is refuted, there is momentariness - if 
a thing is verily non-momentary, then there is the relation of ‘part-whole’, 
since in its absence there is its absence. It may be asked how there is its ab¬ 
sence. (We say) The enduring cannot do an efficient activity. How is it ? We 
explain-Does it perfor m the later successive activities by the very character by 
which it performs the first efficient activity, or does it perform it having as¬ 
sumed another character ? If it performs it by the same (character), then all 
activities would come to be associated with one time, and its successive perfor¬ 
mance would be lost For different time of things (conception of time in the 
case of things) is not based on one character,, Or if there is alternateness they 
go beyond the dependence on one character. If it is said to give rise (to 
successive efficient actions) on assuming of another character, (then) assuming 
of another character is invariably connected with the removal up of previous 
shape. If it is not renounced, there cannot be the advent of another character, 
because two shapes cannot be one.. If there is the renunciation of the previous 
shape, then this itself is momentariness, viz; the performance of successive 
action®. 


fefFFftcTTf^T cRpf cRlffr cf; f 
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@ The text should be ‘Purvaparakarya kaianam’ and not akaranam. 
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- “This is not proper. If it does not perform activity successively, how could 

it per form it simultaneously also ? Your theory is that one unique particular blue 
gives rise to a number of effects, cognition, blue, etc. Does it give rise to these 
numerous effects by means of one shape or by menas of different shapes ? If it 
brings them about by one (shape), then there would be the contingency of 
oneness, the character of having one shape of all the effects, and one would 
come to be many, If it gives rise to a number of effects by means of different 
shapes, then its oneness is excluded due to difference of shapes, - in the event 
of which exclusion, one does not give rise to a number of effects 


3W ^ 
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It may be urged : “That which is of the nature of being able to give rise 
to numerous simultaneous effects is produced as such from its own causes.” 
(we answer:) If this is so, my (thing) also is produced from its own causes as 
of the nature of being able to give rise to a number of effects simultaneously. 
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[16. Refutation of ‘absence of the cause of destruction’ employed to 
prove momentariness by positing ‘destruction’. ] 

As to what else is said, viz . ‘A thing is momentary, because there is the 
absence of the cause of destruction’, - that is not proper, How ? They should 
be asked, ‘Is there destruction or not ? If there is not, what do the wise inves¬ 
tigate as having a cause or not having a cause ? There are not those who 
investigate® when there is no ‘barren woman’s son’ whether he has a cause or 
does not have a cause,. 

m ftnm:, ^t, ? craft 

@. [can the text be Vicaryaantah Sand’ ?] 
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If there is destruction, is it connected with the nature of the thing or is it 
produced as disconnected ? If it is connected with the nature of the thing, then 
it cannot be causeless, or(otherwise) there would be the contingency of the 
thing being causeless, or of the absence of connection with the nature of the 

(existent) thing.. 
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If it is different, what is the justification for its causelessness ? It having 
a cause, there is the apprehension of it as occurring in with a definite place and 
time. If destruction is verily causeless, how does this help the momentariness 
of things, since it is different from the things ? 
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[17. Refutation of the causelessness of destruction useful 
in (proving) momentariness by five-fold positing. ] 


It may be urged : ‘Being causeless, destruction attains itself immediately 
after the origination of a thing’ This is not proper .. There are five alternatives 
here : - occurring before the origination of the thing or simultaneously, or imme¬ 
diately after it, or at another time, or not occurring ? If there is prior occurrence, 
then there is not the possibility of the origination of the thing If simultaneous, 
then there would be the contingency of the non-apprehension of the thing, Or if 
its existence is apprehended, there would be the contingency of perpetual ap¬ 
prehension, as negation is ineffectual.. Similarly, even if destruction were to oc¬ 
cur immediately after, there would be the contingency of perpetual apprehen¬ 
sion. If it occurs at another time, then things would not be momentary even i 
destruction be causeless ,, If there never is the occurr ence of destruction, then all 
things would come to be eternal, since destruction would not be possible.. 
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It may be urged : “Destruction having a cause, it need not necessarily 
colour, since like colour in cloth, it is dependent for its occurrence on the 
operation of causes; in their absence, how could there be absence of occur¬ 
rence ? @ ” This is not proper, because it arises out of its own cause as capable 
of destruction which is sure to occur. Or let there be the non-origination of 
absence, there is no contradiction.. But there would not be the contingency of 
absence of emancipation, because of the non-origination of the destruction of 
qualities; this does not shine among the objections against us, because we do 
not posit emancipation,, 

m TTRTft ^fcl; TFW 3 
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It may be urged - “If there is not the rise of destruction, then what is 
artificial would come to be eternal.” Existence which has a limit is non-etemal, 
but that which is devoid of limit is eternal;, so how could there be the 
etemality of what is artificial there (even) when there is not the rise of destruc¬ 
tion or let there be etemality; there is no harm.. 
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[18. Refutation of momentariness justified as being 
grasped by perception . ] 

As to what is stated : “The momentariness of things is known by percep¬ 
tion. The reality of things which is devoid of past and future time and 


@ Read ‘tasya bhavah’ instead of ‘tasyabhavah’, 
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characterised by the present time is identified with itself (i. e cognised) by 
perception.” - This is not proper., Are the past, future and present times non- 
different from the thing cognised or different ? If they are (said to be) non- 
different, then thing admitted as present in the three times is cognised. If they 
are different, on there being the cognition of thing there is not the cognition 
of past, future and present times.. Due to the cognition of the thing alone, its 
reality is established, its absence is devoid of proof,, 

SraTTQcf ^15^:; 'TOST:, 3RT3F? 

•3T2T ohioii^ cTFI SRTtS^n^:; TfiTRsP^T irfcf I 

If it is argued that presence itself is absence, then existence will have to 
be defined as another (something else) because absence is characterised by 
absence of all substantiality If it is argued that another time there is its other , 
non-existence, (we say) @ (this is not proper) because it would be ineffectual 
in respect of the refutation of reality., 

^TcrlH} cf^Sfra:; dd^H, 
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If its absence signifies inefficiency inrespect of another effect, that is not 
proper Reality apprehended by an apprehension previously arisen and signi¬ 
fying efficiency in respect of all other effects is cognised by perception and 
recognition; that same reality is cognised by recognition.. If you say, “But how 
do you know ?” (we say), *we know from recognition 0111 /.. That very same 
reality appears. In the previous apprehension also that reality appears, Whence 
is it known ? Thus it is not possible to determine the relation of cause and 
effect between two knowledges. In its absence there cannot be inference from 
causality. 

[ ciWwdW Fr UlctHUHfU ftw: i I 
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@.. Should not there be ‘tad ayuktam’ here ? 
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[19. Refutation of inference based on identity that is 
admitted by the Buddhists.] 

It is not justifiable to determine relation in the case of inference based on 
identity, because of its absence Relation is seen between two different things 
that are connected; there cannot be relation of one.. 

ftd, ^dd*ft STWlft '3T ? d^lft Splcldft, 

ddft dftjftfd ? 3}STJcp#T; cTRT frdchc^ l cPldl S i fted 
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Moreover, non-eternality is inferred from artificiality. (Is it inferred from 
artificiality) which is known or not known ? If from it that is not known, (we say) 
how can that which is itself unknown be a means (of proof) ? If from it that is 
not known, (we ask) is non-eternality manifest or not in the cognition of artifi¬ 
ciality ? If it does not appear, how could there be identify between what appears 
and what does not appear. If it appears, what is the need for inference? Means 
are useless in respect of an action that is already accomplished, otherwise infer¬ 
ence would have to be admitted even in the apprehension of artificiality, 

3T2J fjddicd MfdH^lHfd cptdT dFpiTdTJdftft; 
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If you say that inference is not resorted to thinking that artificiality is 
(already) apprehended, (we say that) non-eternality also which is connected 
with its nature is known, so what is the use of inference ? And non-eternality 
being known, the means that is resorted to is at times for the apprehension of 
non-eternality, is it at times for the exclusion, extermination of the superimpo¬ 
sition (wrong cognition) of eternality, but sometimes for the sake of the expres¬ 
sion ‘non-eternality’ 


craft 


fc dift, ddra: 


Now if it is for the apprehension of non-eternality, it is already known, 
so the effort is meaningless, 

3?*T 3ifHc^ccd<c<4fdR-d>:, dqftfobl dT ? 


5; 


r 

\ 
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If it is for the exclusion of superimposition, is the extermination of super¬ 
imposition non-distinct from non-eternality or different ? Now, if it is non- 
different, then it also being cognised by the cognition of non-eternality only, 
does not require any other means. 

m 1 % dT^jd:, sTd^fdt di ? craft ft W 

dKIc^Hddfd: I diqir*^ dT ciwi^qiq*mici dKHi'iftsft I 


If it is distinct, is it real or unreal ? If it is real, identity of it with artifi¬ 
ciality present in word would not be justifiable. Or, if it be identical, then it 
is cognised by its cognition and so does not require inference, 

3W Sld^pjd:, TT ft ftft, dfft dT ? craft ftft; 

•^rr#n^ dftt di drjcdwr: i aw dFft; ft w °FddddTd 

S^fdft dT rftd dtcjcd fdd^n^ dT i 

If it is unreal, is it brought about or made known ? Now if it is (said to 
be) brought about, that is not proper, since what is devoid of all name cannot 
possibly be brought about, and in the event of its being brought about there 
would be the contingency of reality (its being real) . If it is (said to be) made 
known, (that is not proper), because there is the absence of relation of artifi¬ 
ciality with it, or if it (relation) is not absent, either it would be real or artifi¬ 
ciality would be non-existent. 


cqclloqc^K: ftft — dt ft 
1; #5fq -sqc^R: 




KdfttfdTT 
ftS; 3TSIdft 


ft 3Td oqc|3l4cl; #5fq cqq^K: 3#p^l^fdftd>:, cqRiR^ dT ? Sraidft 

It may be argued : - the verbal expression of ‘non-eternality 5 is brought 
about; one who even though knowing artificiality does not make a reference 
to ‘non-eternality 5 , is here made to speak of it. (we ask :) Is this expression also 
non-different from non-eternality or different from it ? If it is non-different, 
then it also even as known is inferential (i.e, is known by inference).. 

3Td oZjftfttR; TT ft fd'c&cft Sddft, dPdcT dT ? dft detract; ddT d 


If it is different, is it brought about by artificiality or made known by it? 
If it is brought about, then the causes bringing about word are not inference, 

m ft *fft i d dididd^ara:, Wdid i 
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If it is made known, then the relation with it should be to be stated. It is 
not of the nature of identify, because of being different from what is made 
known,, 


^ 

oMeieiC, cr^T 


cff 

31 $ cr^c^ci^K: I 3TO 

I I! ^ II 


If it is of the nature of origination from it, that also is not possible - is jar 
produced by verbal expression or is verbal expression brought about by jar ? 
Now jar is not brought about by verbal expression; there is at the outset the 
existence of jar, and then the verbal expression (for it),. If verbal expression is 
(said to be) brought about by jar, then it is inference based on causality and 
not inference based on identify, And that is itself repudiated,. 

[ *o. farm: i i 




r: i ct*ti, 






r: i cfsrr, 
i <T*rr s\ 


3T«?W%: - 


UtLIULf^OIlLMGI 


dFI 


wrfcii -q^r ^^158^: i 

[10. Refutation of the validity of the six-fold 
arthapatti (implication or presumption).] 


Similarly, there is the non-validity of arthapatti, (presumption, 
implication) etc, also . What again, is the nature of arthapatti, etc. or how is there 
(their) validity ? There, we explain the nature of arthapatti based on perception 
(dar sanarthapatti) is being explained the perception of colour not being other¬ 
wise justifiable, there is the apprehension of eye. (by arthapatti), Similarly, the 
one preceded by inference-the apprehension of fineness by inference not being 
otherwise justifiable, there is the apprehension of fire-individual (as the sub¬ 
strate of fire universal) (by arthapatti).. Arthapatti based on by absence- 
Devadatta is alive, he is not in the house-absence in the house not being other¬ 
wise justifiable, there is the apprehension of (his) presence outside.. Similarly, 
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arthapatti based on ver bal testimony - the apprehension of the meaning of wor d 
not being otherwise justifiable, there is apprehension of the etemality of word 
and meaning.. So (also) arthapatti preceded by arthapatti - the apprehension of 
the eternality of the relation of word and meaning® So (also) arthapatti pre¬ 
ceded by upamana (analogy, comparison)-after the cognition of the entity - 
gayal, there is apprehension through analogy in respect of the body of the cow 
(entity cow) present in the house and limited by similarity of cow and gayal, or 
in respect of similarity limited by the body of the cow (entity, cow); one knows 
the capability in respect of carrying, milking; and giving birth in respect of the 
body (entity) by means of arthapatti.. This is six-fold arthapatti. 


vi i - 4 - 






lcrJRrnriiiuir:i 






And this (arthapatti), is not justifiable. As to what is said, viz,, ‘Perception 
of colour not being otherwise justifiable, the sense-organ eye is apprehended, 
that is not possible. Without the determination of the relation (both) positive 
and negative with the sense-organ, eye, the apprehension of a specific cause to 
the exclusion of other causes, by means of arthapatti is not justifiable - the 
sense-organs, eye, etc. being comparable to ghosts, etc, there cannot be their 
apprehension, or if there be its apprehension, arthapatti is not justifiable.. 

| 3T? cBIS-pT ? 3}8jeft qfef 

cbi4^ic( T8jif^c^ i 

As to what is said, viz. “It is justifiable otherwise’, (we ask) what is the 
inference here ? Or, knowledge of colour, etc itself is subject (qualified thing); 
that it is preceded by sense-organ is the attribute that is to be proved, because 
of being made, like chariot, etc,. 


II ^ || 


4 


3}8jfq% : cT^TT% 


Thus the exposition of the argument with reference to all arthapatti 
should be done. And arthapatti being preceded by (i e. based on) perception, 


Is the text correct here ? 

#. Is something missing here ? 
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on there being the absence of that (perception) there would be its absence 
(tad-abhavah). # 

[ Rrto:i i 

wrmfq 4’-‘refer 

wrararere^ft^ 4 ssh ^ wifiiwh. i ftwreft^r ^ ftreft trsr 

wrroi i cftcRJci^ wrt otwwi^ i 

[11. Refutation of the validity of Upamana (comparison).] 

Similarly “ Upamana is possible, after the perception of the body of the 
gayal (gayal-entity) present in the forest, then knowledge (that arises) in re¬ 
spect of the body of the cow (cow entity) present in the house as limited by 
similarity with the gayal, that is the result of upamana. Or the knowledge (that 
arises) in respect of similarity limited by body of the cow, that is the result of 
upamana; and the knowledge of the body of gayal (gayal-entity) is the means 
of its production, ” - This is not possible,, Upamana is based on perception and 
that receding it also would recede,. 

are ftrRft Trtwraim ^ wmh. 

awdwi •fe'sn Pdwradqdi sn, wnre sw twt-eKH, ? sre^rerci 

iwi; rt, ^ =tt ? craft arnci iff i 

^ *reft OTrerarftftaft i 


Now, what is this similarity of cow and gayal, which not being appre¬ 
hended at the time of the cognition of cow-entity is apprehended through 
upamana ? Is it the arrangement (configuration) of the limbs (parts) or the 
limbs, horns, etc, or generality, or another entity ? Now if resemblance is the 
arrangement of the limbs, is it capable of being apprehended or not ? (Is it 
characterised by apprehension or not ? ) If it is characterised by apprehension, 
then it is known, If it has been apprehended before then (arising) after the 
perception of the gayal-entity (gayal-individual), it would not be anything 
more than memory ( it would be just memory),. 


are 4w«ra; nr 

fwirrarifol *raft ‘Tftfar 4: st4t 

w?r:’ ffa i 


IF? jm fifet i cRuift 



#., ‘tad-abhavat’ seems to be wrong or something is missing after ‘arthapatteh’ 


If it is said that even though characterised by apprehension (capable of 
being apprehended) it is not apprehended, then there is not (would not be) 
its cognition even in respect of the gayal-individual (body of gayal)., If (even) 
when it is not cognised, individual on there being the knowledge of the indi¬ 
vidual alone there is (the knowledge), “My cow is similar to it”, then there 
could be the knowledge ‘Mine is similar to it (My horse is similar to gayal) 
even in respect of a horse. ’ 

are fit cire nftRft uf 1 ^ 'flcra Jifgwnfevivsff ‘TftfaT 

4#t arat rt tcsk’ rer^ i 

If it is char acterised by non-apprehension, then there would never be its 
apprehension, then even on there being the perception of buffalo, etc there 
would be the upsetting (travesty of knowledge) viz. ‘My cow is similar to this’, 
or ‘ My horse is similar to this. ’ 

m mm ^ mam 

*1® cTc^ ^fd^MdlHfdMdfd I 

If the limbs, horns, etc., are denoted by the word ‘similarity’, they are 
certainly cognised, so the knowledge that arises with respect to them later on 
does not go beyond (i.e. is of) the nature of memory. 

m TTtwrcrmpi /i m wta 

i m, f% i 

And, if the universal cow and gayal is denoted by the word ‘similarity’, 
that is not proper; it has already been shown how it is not possible. Or let it, 
is it characterised by apprehension or - the dialectical refutation should be 
stated as before. 

are cRft ? craft CRT cTFT 

4% Srresrera iftt ^ cCT ftRH <T cTc^ fM<u|l+Hdi yRcM^fd I 

If it is another entity, is it also sensuous or super-sensuous ? Now, if it is 
sensuous, then there being its previous apprehension, its knowledge that arises 
later on does not abandon the shape of memory (i.e„ is of the nature of 
memory). 

are TTcpdrf^ajWOR)'OTHH; ^ crft cTFT SftRft W 3 !^ I TRUlft 1 
There should be ‘na’ after Vijnanam’, 
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If it is not characterised by apprehension, then it would never be 
cognised, If it is not cognised, there cannot be the knowledge* ‘My cow is 
similar to this’, and so on, when there is the perception of gayal. And if it were 
to arise, it would arise even when the gayal is not perceived,, 

3 srm wrrf Mrasft ftrcfgci:- U 7 frir^7^n^t 

TO ^fcT I ? %Fff^T WT 1 TTcf^ 

^pft^ I 

[1. Refutation of the nature of Upamana as 
admitted by the Naiyayikas.] 

Whereas, other learned men expound upamana (analogy) differendy - 
Similarity of cow and gayal, qualified by its own knowledge is the upamana 
(means of upamiti); the apprehension of the relation of name and thing named 
is the result of upamana (i.,e, is the upamiti)”- And this is not good., If has 
already been apprehended from the words of the forester that the gayal is 
similar to cow, What is meant ? The name ‘gayal’ belongs to (i,.e.. is given to) 
(an entity) similar to cow,, And in this way, all determination of the relation of 
name and thing named is accomplished, and upamana need not be imagined.. 

3?ST *^3^; ?Mft m\ ftra% W 3 j gfaqpf 


If it is imagined accor ding to the rule of samplava (i e. one and the same 
thing cannot be the object of more than one means of cognition).. Let it be, 
even then the thing named exists, but the name does not exist ? Where (i e„ in 
respect of what) would upamana be imagined ? 


ftw: l t 


— 


Wi ycMict 


Some say, ‘Name apprehends name afte r having itself been uttered it’ - 
#.. The text should be ityadi jnanam na ‘and not ityadijnanena’. 
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this is not proper, because the knowledge of similarity is not present at the time 
of name (naming). 

3F% 3 — yr^Fd” 33^1 Pci 1 '333^3 1 

fWITsftT ^ ‘RtTIRT^I ^T’ ^riliftHI Wfa WllftcP^ I 

^ | WTFRTT, 

3 wi (m) feHftrft TT^rfern u ^ n 




Whereas others hold that ‘name projected (constructed) by the intellect 
apprehends’. This is not proper. It has already been shown that ‘being an object 
does not obtain in the case of what is non-existent - not by mere-existence, 
nor by being the producer’, and so on.. And upamana is said to be preceded by 
(based on) perception : And in its absence how could it be non-incompatibility, 
so that as giving rise to cognition it could be upamana, and that this non¬ 
incompatibility is not capable of being known has already been shown,, 

[ ^ . swraamuifti fin in: i ] 


? ^ift 3T5FRT3; f 

? craft ? aw 


7 I 


[12. Refutation of the means of proof, ‘Negation’.] 

Whereas others say that the means of proof called ‘negation’ is of the 
nature of exclusion of the group of five means of proof cognising existent 
things, and has negation as its object. Is it known or not known ? If it is known, 
by means of what is it known-by the exclusion of the cognisable, or by the 
exclusion of the means of knowledge or by what cognises existence ? If by the 
exclusion of the knowable, how is there its procedure ? If by the exclusion of 
the means of knowledge, then there is the contingency of mutual dependence 
which is unanswerable. 


m tf mrsq 

3RCT ¥lfro SfcrfcT 
sllftew WIT fc 




¥ifw ^cfft ? 3 ^ 3P IMF 


If it is said to be determined by the exclusion of the means of proof (the 
text could be sa manavyavrttya), then it (exclusion) is itself beginning to be 







210 


E2 SE ^ T cannot be « ** 

Of each and every means of nrnnf m " k known, because the refutation 
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zs ,h r “■? ,he •f”« b Sp' h .' f 

tion of the riJS¥SSSffir£^ 16 ShOUld be the detemuna - 
is like a God. If it is said thaHt Hofc S n0t arise in the case °f one who 

the default of other causal factors that^re reaf rh b f mS ( ' i ' e ' if there is) 
edge, because its“ te <“™ 





PrtMHSpJSIdtStlSlr, 5* c ° snl “‘ i by the means of 
or qualification-qualified, nature °f object-subject 



Il3 ~ nof s^-syr- <--*> 


«-) inference. 

Sambandhaika nimitta'darsane^ati “ S ? lbhavasya anumane ’.ntarabhavah; 


There being the perception of one of the instrumental factors of relation, 
apprehension in respect of another object is inference. 

wr sRmfa: i cct w\m ^ ^nfq i 

And Aitihya (tradition) is included in verbal testimony (agama). And its 
validity is not possible, neither as included in inference nor independently.. 

[ farm: i ] 






i -snft 


^T«Wr(^:) 
*i: ; 37$iWfq 


[14. Refutation of the means of proof “word”.] 

[1. Crushing of the view of those who accept the 
Validity of word as being expressive.] 

Some say - “The word ‘cow’ has validity because as it is expressive”; and 
this is not pr oper without the r elation of word and meaning. (Relation) is not of 
the nature of identity, because of difference of character , Nor can it be of the 
nature of causality because even in the absence of thing, word is seen to arise., 

^tPt wrfw: 

^ ^fcfd^T^ a^yftwlr|eb|<J) WKWl I (^)W*1 

^%cft5cFT?T:, TOTOM I 


Nor is the relation of word and meaning conventional; - because the 
individual words and meanings are infinite, and one non-different isntrumental 
factor is not possible. And the word about which a convention is fixed does not 
remain till the time of apprehension of meaning Nor is the convention appre¬ 
hended with r espect to the knowledge of the thing, because it was absent at the 
time of fixing the denotation And without relation brought about is not expres¬ 
sive as it is not similar in form to itself, as this would be absurd extension,, 

Tift wft: t wrafti Tift stgrftr i 

Nor is the relation of word and meaning natural, because of absence of 
its knowledge by perception or inference.. 
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h ^ ^cwRckuI c^t^f 

"W 3#|"dqcf,wicd<HRtp? Hi^iq^ '?g^T TRtW. 

rPFcFF: ffir, 3T^Tf-fR:^qrf^rr RtRrR 



N ^ ^ ' 6s.. 1 ... ’■•/ 

t^stthiRfii RtRitM nun 

If you say that it is produced by it as accompanied by auxiliary cause, 
then if it is so, it would approach an auxiliary cause even though vitiated and 
accordingly though uttered by a trustworthy person, would produce even false 
knowledge As a speaker seeing Manavaka (a boy) related to a riew blanket, 
utters "the sentence, ‘This Manavaka (boy) has ‘nava’ (new) blanket; a hearer 
due to demrit, disturbance of mind or the like instrumental factor, knows (un¬ 
derstands) him as having blankets connected with the number nine (i.e, as 
having nine blankets), So also when out of intention to deceive it is said 
Manaka has nine blankets, a knower (hearer) in accordance with his pure 
karma (action) knows him as having a new blanket. Similarly vedic sentences 
also according as they are penetrated by action other than pure can properly 
give to wrong knowledge of wrong meaning, similarly, on account of a cause 
such as pestering by ghost, mental disorder, mental disturbance and the like. 




^ Rinaldi Run ^<Rct — WTTWRTSTT — | 

% TFTi^rqM^n^a^i W I - 

^ I r^FTfrr ‘sfcrr ofliHldl 
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[3. Refutation of the view of those who accept the 
validity of veda in as much as it is apauruseya 
(having no person as author).] 

Whereas others following the view of those who have a bad intellect say 
: Veda is invalid in another way - due to its being apaurseya (not having a 
person as author).. Men having their minds turned owing to passion, etc explain 
worngly (in the opposite way), and there is no possibility of a creator of the 
veda.. It is said, - veda is eternal, because its creator is not remembered (no one 
has any memory of its author), like sky etc.. In the event of a creator of the veda 
receding (being absent), faults dependent on it also recede (i..e„ are absent), 
Following in the wake of the existence of the creator, how could they remain 
when he is absent. And in their absence how could the veda be suspected to 
be not valid. It is said - “That faults exist or do not exist holds good in the 
cause of things having a person as author (creator); But we ought not to have 
the very suspicion of fault in the veda because there is no creator “(author)”, 
(Tattvasamgraha, ka-2895)„ 

“Knowledge generated by an injunction is valid because it is produced by 
causes free from faults, like cogntion produced by mark of inference, trustwor¬ 
thy person and senses (slokavarttika su-2, sloka - 184)” 

HI chi>i ftf I ^RT 

^ cHiW-li ^ M ¥RT c?*TT, I 

Nor is the knowledge produced by an injunction doubtful, since it does 
not arise in the form ‘can it possibly (be this or that) ?’ Nor is it faulty, because 
it is not sublated at another time and the like . That is false which is sublated 
at another place, etc, as for example, cognition of water in respect of a collec¬ 
tion of r ays, and there can be sublation at another time, as for example, knowl¬ 
edge of gold in respect of golden cloth, and so on. But this is not faulty thus, 
therefore it is not wrong. 


^cif ^ 318? t? I s?8? fra SfT^CWBR; ^ frf? 

As to what is said, viz ‘veda is eternal, because, there is no memory of its 
author’, - we say : That is not proper, because this is inconclusive in respect of 
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wells parks etc Then creator is not remembered, and still they are non-eter¬ 
nal It may be urged that in their case there is no memory of the creator on 
iiccount of its (memory’s) being cut off by place and time (We answer) Then 
similarly, if you admit a qualification in respect of something uttered generally 
you are subject to the ground of defeat called shifting the ground (hetvantara)! 


...~ i a^q cqlq-dc^ld I 

^ j 

Or even if the qualification is admitted, it is not possible to prevent the 

fhe n an rfi° mbe “ S ^ reSe , M m 3 heterolo S ous ca se; as for instance, even when 
e qualification artificiality’ is admitted, knowlability cannot be excluded It 

may be urged that there is artificiality (we answer:) That alone enables one to 
know, because it is excluded. There being the exclusion of one there is not the 
exclusion of another, because this would mean absurd over extension. 

M:(cfl) cffgqtfi <31 ? ^ 


„ . M:(ct) cffgq^ cfl ? rrafc clirsRsfc 

I 3W - Rff Mqnftr m 

5 fq R ^ ^fWT^T: I ’ cm 

fluWR ^iq RuBd I 

% TOIrWuPd ^TOT: I cTSJT arfif ^ ^ 

^ U|1 ’ ffd I 3#f ^ fN fafe iT 

? TOft TOR^rf^:,. ^sffcgr, 
i stcftlK^ =rr ct tjct :pj : ^ 

Moreover, is the qualification accepted with regard to a probans which is 
opposed to the probans, or its opposite ? If with regard to the opposed one 

regard toTnoTc ° f 3 q “ d ’ ficati ° n is meaningless.. It may be argued that with 
regard to a non-opposed here also it is so - due to the qualification the 

T Mt g ° 3Way ’ jUSt 35 6Ven though the qualification ‘arti¬ 
ficiality is accepted, perceptibility does not find operation in respect of word, 

31 J’ eV6 f lf th f q uallficatl0n ‘absence of limitation of place and time’ is 

awav r d ’ * e V° f th f 3Uth ° r (creator ^ not bein S remembered does not go 
away (i. e, is not absent) from the dissimilar (heterologous) case. This probans 

“*>*'» - “>»«’ »f kanada certainly 

RmSa . M y u y men 0ften Say ’ ‘ The vedas weie composed by 
hma. Moreover, is the absence of memory in the case of all people ia- 
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tended as the probans or absence of memory in the case of a few men ? If it 
be the absence of memory in the case of all men, then it is unreal (inadmis- 
sible-asiddha) as it is not possible for those who know the nearer part (i.e 
people with narrow vision).. Or if they were to determine it, they would be 
omnisciect and not knowers of the nearer part (i e. people who can see only 
things near by) 

If this be said with respect to some men, then the probans would be 
inconclusive, because in the case of things whose author exists, the author is 
not remembered by some. 


spps^, 'cfrfaH^): 


tttKiiafiEIIEiSKreiKMtfl 


iBEEB2Kai^;imKgL"^»L!Ka!ca£rHLStK;ir^a 


^ ^ 3rq^r: ^ 


V ^ ^ 




Moreover ‘(The author) is not remembered by some men’ implies that 
the veda is one whose author is remembered by other men, since negation of 
particular signifies permission of the rest.. And veda would not be invalid on 
account of its being produced by the fault of the person, Hence it is that(fault) 
that should be removed and not that of the person It may be argued that man 
being a substratum of fault (liable to be faulty), in respect of things produced 
by him, the fact of being produced by fault is also suspected. (Reply) If this be 
so, sense-organs also being substrata of (i.e, libale to) faults, invalidity is (i,e, 
would be) suspected even in the case of cognitions produced by them, and 
thus there would be lack of faith in validity everywhere.. 

^ 3RT*rTft 

f^RfcRT 3Ti?RT - ‘W ^FTf 

f^^TTcrr t ffir i 

And the fact of not having a person as author is not established of vedic 
wor ds on account of their author not being remember ed, (since) the fact of the 
author not being remembered can be explained otherwise also - A person with 
a nature intellect having created the collection of veda conceals himself - ‘I am 
not the creator of the veda..’ 
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Or let the veda be apauruseya (not having a man as author); how does 
this help its validity ? It may be argued that due to the exclusion of person, 
there would be validity based on the exclusion of this fault (we ask) Due to 
the exclusion of him, why do you not admit invalidity based on the exclusion 
of his qualities ? If it is urged that on there being the exclusion of qualities and 
faults present in person, validity is admitted due to the permeation of natural 
qualities, (we ask) why on there being the exclusion of qualities and faults 
present in person, invalidity due to the permeation of natural faults is not 
spoken of ? Moreover as even though apauruseyatva (the fact of not having a 
per sonal agent) being present, there is found to be connection with faults such 
as love, etc so will it be in the case of the veda, 




r: 


rRpqft cbrfcb4-<m 




Moreover, the fault of the author have been (attempted to be) removed 
by apaurseyatva (the fact that the veda has no author), but how will the faults 
of the hear er be removed ? To wit, in the apprehension of the meaning, he will 
by virtue of relatively to them bring about an opposite apprehension,, And 
therefore even eternal acts of doers (doers and actions) can justifiably be the 
cause of knowledge such as error, etc, on account of the interpenetration of 
faulty auxiliary causes, and sentences are not be found to be valid sources of 
knowledge 




ife’ 


As to the argument - knowledge generated by an injunction is valid 
because it is not sublated at another place, etc.,’ - that is not proper, since 
memory even though free from contadiction is not valid. 







Moreover, the word ‘sublation’ signifies ‘wrong cognition’, and it is 
doubted as to whether it does not arise due to the cogntion produced by 
injunction being right or due to insufficiency of causes that could have origi¬ 
nated it. 



Moreover, invalidity is seen even when there is no sublation - before the 
rise of the sublating cognition,, Sublation even as arising (if it arises) arises by 
an interval of time - it (arises) at places after a fortnight or after an internal 
of a month, or after an interval of two or three months, whereas elsewhere it 
is not accomplished at all on account of insufficiency of originating factors. But 
simply on account of this knowledge produced by injunction is nor (i ,e„ cannot 


be) valid . 


wfe ciihr ^^diyreifd, q tt crp i $ 

3TPPT ■dKdNpidftdld'W PIPTcPH, 

dvdoMdl^QjSs}:; ■diqdl c 1'ddl«^d fasiH P fpspT ? 3PTPT 

i 372? cnsn r:l ydl^HRiqfsqq^r fpspicPP: cifeift 
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cRfPPIP pqg ? 
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Moreover, is devoidness of sublation with reference to all persons or 
with reference to some men ? If it is with reference to all men, then it is not 
possible to apprehend it as the operations of others minds are untraceable 
(difficult to be known). If freedom from sublation is with reference to some 
men, then the probans is inconclusive - as for instance, one who has knowl¬ 
edge in respect of (i. e. of) unreal water, when he goes from that place to and 
other place, he dies there, and in his case the sublating cognition does not 
arise. Would it be valid due to this much (only). Or, objectlessness itself in the 
case of knowledge produced by injunction (-it is illusory to regard knowledge 
produced by injunction as objectless), signifies falsity (that it is erroneous), 
because an object of the form of activity can be done simultaneously with 
action produced by injunction, is not possible. Or if it were possible, the injunc- 
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tive expression would be insufficient, and there would be the cesstion of sac¬ 
rificial rites. It may be argued that the pbject of the form of what can be done 
does not exist; (we ask:) how is it that the cognition arising out of injunctive 
-statement should not be false ?-Otherwise the cogntion of woolly mass would 
not be false. If it is urged that it is false due to the impossibility of the object 
that is known - (we answer) then, let that be here also. 

sm ^V<^w(Hd fa sinister ^r: n^icfi qq ttft i q 5 

q^iqrsftq 1 fwt^tq qr qq?# 1 

■qftqr^fcq qsrreqq qppiFiFjqqilq, qq<?r sifift aroiftcrc^ra, fasin^ i g) ^ 


■qftqr^fcq qsrreqq qftiFqjqqtfq, qfw^ qq<?r sifift aroifircrc^, fasin^ i g) ^ 

3T8fFT(W)qfqqn^ | 

It may be urged that there is again (later) the existence of the object of 
the cognition produced by an injunction, and so it is true; whereas there is 
never the existence (of the object) of the cognition of woolly mass (kesondka) 
(we answer-) The poor man convinces another by eating (taking) poison. The 
later coming into being of the object of injunction is not useful to its cognition 
because at that time, the cognition would be extinct, and at the time of the 
cognition there is not the possibility of the object. 

STSiM, ^ 3^|o4WHI«ter ytdMKetaci -ZTSTT 

Tftcf m{ I yf: TTrfe ffcH 

*T 'Hdcl^qid=b4 IJ M: | 

^ ^T^FfT yiHi u 4 T I 

Or, this is what sublation signifies the propounding of a thing which is not 
possible For example, there being the aggregate of causal factors-threads, 
Shuttle, the effect, cloth, etc is seen to arise.. Moreover, the (following) instruc¬ 
tion is given to one who wants cloth, “Accept (as constituent causes) threads. 
But the relation of what is achieved and instrument (sadhya - sadhana) is not 
determined in the case of seven(red)threads and white effect, nor is there 
unseen force (apurva) so that the instruction could be successful here ? Thus 
according to the rule said above, words cannot properly be valid in as much 
as they are denotative.. 


trrfcr mgz ffir 
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[4. Refutation of the view of those who admit the validity 
of word in as much as it indicates the intention 
(i.e. what is meant to be said).] 

It is urged that there is validity of what serves as a sign in as much as it 
indicates what is meant to be said It is said - “words arising out of the desire 
to say (intension), would suggest it only.” 

This is not produced. It has already been shown how the relation of 
causality does not exist found in the Buddhist view. 

[ <*. qr raqq i qv-iv i Priqfq guftrar ^icHumi t^cTPT fqrre: I ] 

§ ^i§q^ia?K*f5iftqf% ■erufaPfl i ^ crwiltficsM i wi ^ ^ifa 
I 378J fqtfqq qrq qSSrfa ^ibcrlNn WRt ? f% 

qwiqql ^5f'«frserf=tR qr q^ wld^qn ? craft qnif:; w: wn 

qqfft, qqqqqqqKpfoi: ? craft ftcra:, q^fti qqfft; qqf%^rc<iT:, 

■fljjftcfi qi ? qsift srcti:; ^fitcht T*ct qqfrar qqfft, qqr qq°ftq Wlq qftsfaftqiqq 
feet, sitoftq qr ^sfyPciMKH ftqft i qqa -^fqrqijfeRraqsfw^ i q qftq?ftqq i q’5f 

ftfflckq-clcll aqfer, 3rfq cj c|u[c|,<^ faq^cqicH^MHIc^ i 

[5. Refutation of the view of the Grammarians who admit 
the apprehension of meaning from correct words.] 


Whereas others propound the apprehension of meaning from sound 
consisting of correct words. And rightness is due to connection with character¬ 
istics. The definition consists of aphorism (sutras), and the thing defined is 
word like ‘go’ (cow) etc. Now what verily is it that is defined by the definition 
consisting of a group of aphorisms uttered by the great sage ? Is it the letters 
‘go’ etc, or a word of the form of ‘sphota’ which is different (distinct) from the 
letters ? Now if it is the letters (that are defined), are they called ‘word’ being 
eternal or being of the character of origination ? If letters being eternal and 
absolutely unchanging are called word, are they there severally or jointly ? If 
severally then they which are eternal would-be called ‘word’, then the letter 
‘go’ alone would convey the meaning ‘cow’ or ‘o’ would convey the meaning. 
And therefore, the pronunciation of letters one after the other would be un¬ 
necessary. And, a single letter does not end with a case-affix; but case is admit¬ 
ted to arise in respect of a bunch of letters. 
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3?ftr ”5 |” W^jbH, 

qu^ii ^pfTcjl ^ oiJjc!^ c|U|f^|«j^ oqjc|^-?-%- 

quiNwttW! 3iqyifrHd^l 'o|U|fchKd^I <^|c|Tfcl; c^TS^ta} cpjfcqfll ^ MIHlPd 

nl<cfl<t^Rc* t 37ST ^q^ifcHaqi ©qiq^fci; cf^T 15]q*J|foH<dl ^IPT# BrfjRTfe, cRllf^"Q^ 

^ifrHi -sTTricr #3rRT: i w ifrssf^^ i 

It may be argued that letters jointly are called ‘word’.. It is said, “Many are 
denoted by the term ‘collection’, aggregate; the term ‘group’ (aggregate) is not 
used in respect of one; but the word ‘aggregate’ is used in respect of ‘ga’, ‘o’, 
and visarga”- This is not proper. Letters are many.. Varna (letter) is distin¬ 
guished from avarna (non-letter), by virtue of being a varna, but how would 
it be distinguished from another varna ? By virtue of the character of varna, or 
by its being avarna ? If it is separated by the character of ‘varna’, then the 
others could not have the form of varna, like water, bank, etc. If it is separated 
by its being avarna, then the character of avarna is separated as in the said 
cases,. And therefore there would be only one character of the world. It could 
not express the meaning ‘go’ (cow), because the case-affixes would not be 
justified,, 


Tift ^-urfaj Picqcqycqiqi TPWttfol, ^ I 

rft^q^irRcmi wfcs HHic^q<d4: wTtsft ^ I 


Nor is there proof convincing (us of) the etemality of letters, since per¬ 
ception, etc have been thus shown to be not valid,. Since manyness is appre¬ 
hended in the case of the letter ‘ga’ on account of its being shrill or low, even 
‘ga’ admits of difference and ‘ga’ is not one., 


m oq-$'cbq$H t wf ws ‘srafacl 

cftw^TTcq^Ti T ^r^#r i ^ 

^iq u iIchi ^ "d 'fafRi; W hcnKiRfq^TFTlsfh © 4 ^^^, cju|[ r ^| ^7 


^ I fRT % 


v;*Xw\ : 1 


It may be argued that the notion of Shrill’, ‘low’ etc arises by virtue of the 
manifestos and letter ‘ga’ is not different,, This is not proper, It is the ‘ga’ letter 
only that is apprehended as shrill, low etc and not the manifestators or the 
notion of letter ‘ga’.. If the difference of shrill, low, etc., could be brought about 
by the difference of manifestor, whereas the entity of the letter ‘ga’ does not 



change, then let the division ‘ga’ etc also be admitted as based upon the 
difference of manifestator, whereas the letter is only one.. Therefore, there 
would not be the apprehension of the meaning ‘cow 5 , since the case-affix is not 
justifiable in respect of one letter. 

1%% fWRM WmPTFT ^ 

Moreover, if what are apprehended as different in character are regarded 
as one, the world would not have multiplicity, and in the world which is non- 
different in character, there would be the loss of all ordering of means of 
knowledge and knowlables.. 

3T2T Rh’Hci; q[T, 3i<^lldRTblT^lcU!d^l^H ^T, cZffdfttbl M^TTcf 

°IT ? ciWft ^TJWRTTfiRttFT cT^T eft cRRrl' 

If it is (said to be) brought about, is it brought about with one in whom 
excellence has not arisen, or in whom excellence which is non-different (from 
the entity) has arisen, or with excellence which is different (from the entity) 
has arisen ? Now if it is brought about with one in whom excellence has not 
arisen, then that would bring it about always, or bring it about at one time, 
since on account of connection with its body alone, it would not have any 
connection with the passage of time., 

3W 3icqPqP<^M^IaiPci^l^«1 feRi; TRTcHI cT^lf: ^'^PdR^lPd^N^um^ ^ 

If it is brought about with excellence which his non-different (from the 
entity) has arisen, even then, the letters would be perpetual; in the view of its 
being brought about with one whose excellence is not different, then that itself 
is originated, since it does not transgress the nature of bringing about the non¬ 
achievement of result. 

3W cqPaP<Tp|H'qidlRl^'1 fefcT: cTWlfW: ^ WT ^ 

TT fTWfcRRT: I ^ ^ ^TfpT 

t^i^l^Pi^feacqiqqiqqxq^ - U WT ^Pur^ccll^ ffd 

I Wf ff^T WH^IKPWT 

^RiPi’dcicq^i^c^^^ ^Pd clylfNcHi: I (?) 
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If it is said to be brought about by one in whom excellence which is 
different has arisen, then how is it its excellence ? That which is connected with 
another by some relation is its excellence. And if the last letter qualified by the 
memory of the letters that are disappeared constitutes word, then since it also 
disappears at the time of its memory, it cannot convey anything because it is 
said, “Due to its manifestos being momentary there is apprehension for a 
moment.. ‘If letter s are (said to be) manifested by manifestos, then it is desired 
that they which are cognised by the same sense-organs should occupy the same 
place on account of their having specific manifestos. The vaisesikas say this of 
water and gold which are present in one. 

w WRfT qqqftft fiF'szrEm, Tiwr eft ? qerfq 

cT^l 'W-S'Shl4rl'qRidH q qj qeft cpjf: qrqtft wq — 


It may be argued that non-eternal letters are called word, Even there are 
they severally (called word) or jointly ? If Severally, there would not arise the 
case affix with respect to any of the letters ‘ga’, ‘o’, and visarga; or if it were to 
arise, one letter would convey the meaning, and it would be unnecessary to 
pronounce the other letters. 

m Tiqqrcrqf qq^r:, 

W.:, q ^ I f%q SRqq^fa^JERR 

^TFFf, cRMIFT ^^tcTTfrR^ qq [q] 

It may be ur ged that an aggregate of letters is a word. If should be stated 
what is meant by ‘aggregate’ in the case of things perishing every moment. An 
aggregate is seen in the world of many things whose form remains (i..e„ which 
are enduring), whereas there is not multiplicity of letters, according to the said 
rule. There is remembrance of prior letters after the apprehension of the last 
letter, and apprehension in respect of the last letter after the remembrance of 
prior letters; ther efore at the time of the apprehension of its meaning, the word 
does not exist, so there would be apprehension of meaning in the absence of 
the word,. 
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And letters cannot be of the nature of effect. It is existence which is real 
that is apprehended. Before the rise of cognition there is the existence of the 
knowable, and afterwards there is knowledge, Does the thing (that is known) 
become an object-being produced now, or being produced since long or being 
unproduced, A knowledge is not capable of examining, since it arises as affirm¬ 
ing the existence of is nature only. 


q q cTc^CT 




qT ? crafq 


1; qq? q I 


And its cause does not exist,. It may be argued that there are effort, etc 
But that is not proper, How is the nature of these effort, etc known by virtue 
of existence alone or by virtue of their being instruments., If by virtue of exist 
ence alone, then the originating character would not be there,, 


1; riqicHl 


q q*f: i m 


cfqT 


qqr ■ftrsr i q*pf 


qq: 


If it is (said to be) known by virtue of its being an instrument, is it by 
virtue of its being producer of itself or by virtue of its being a producer of 
another ? If it is known as being a producer of itself, then self (it itself) is 
brought about by it, and not letter-(sound). If it is determined as being a 
producer of another, then the existence of another is established Then its 
presence in which another’s presence is (certainly) implied is determined (Its 
presence in which another’s presence is certainly implied is not determined); 
therefore, an account of their being simultaneous the relation of causality 
would not be established. 


f%q, 'i^HtqT^q tiwnqq:, f%qr ‘^fro^q ? qsrfq ■’pfqrqr^q 
qqr qn fqq ‘ 3 rftq’ w f% q-r ? m 

3Tiqqq im qgq;-^ ^prrf 

qgqi qrf TJfrfq, qqq ^ I qq -q q I 


qqqiqMSRcqT qqf: qq 



Moreover, is the relation of cause-effect on account of prior and poste¬ 
rior existence or on account of prior and posterior cognition ? If the relation 
of cause and effect be on account of prior and posterior existence, then without 
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knowledge - how could it be known as ‘existent 7 .. There being non knowledge 
on account of absence of knowledge, what does it matter if they are preciously 
produced or simultaneously produced,. If it is said that the relation of cause- 
effect is determined by prior and posterior cognition, that is not proper;: Cog¬ 
nition is seen to be not determined in specific way - having seen the cause one 
cognises the effect, or one cognises both-together,. This being the position, 
there is not the determination of the relation of cause and effect. In its absence, 
non-eternal letters do not deserve to be a word (i.e.. cannot form a word). 


srfer ^ tit ft ft ffti: t 

3Tf^HicbK! ^ ft I 


It may be argued - word which is a distinct entity from the letters is 
accepted as the nature of sphota which is manifested by the letters. Letters can 
verily convey the meaning severally or jointly, and the apprehension of mean¬ 
ing is (certainly) there, so we know word to be an entity distinct from the 
letters,, And apprehension being non-different in character is not possible in 
letter s so words which is non-different in character is admitted as distinct from 
the letters. 


- *‘3T2fnfd m- rij^i spsrfftt: 

TiTRT^r^ I ^r«TT ^ ctstt i w 3TsfsrRrq1%: 

sr^i'd^f ft ft i wrsi ^ ^ i eft ^ 

3?vT^ ? ^ ^ ftrqw I ft ft ^ 


As to what is said, viz “The apprehension of meaning not being otherwise 
possible, word is admitted. ” That is not proper; (since) arthapatti (implication) 
has no validity whatsoever.. As to how it has no validity has already been 
explained., And apprehension of meaning has not been known before as con¬ 
nected with word, so that leaving aside other causes, it may lead to the knowl¬ 
edge of word And perception is not a pramana (means of knowledge) at all., 
How could it be capable of giving knowledge of word ? And what is eternal 
does not have the capacity for performing successful actions like cognition, etc., 
Thus word which is the object of definition does not exist. In its absence, the 
definition of paramrs : is objectless. 
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Moreover, do the sutras which are meant to give a definition have a 
definition or not ? If they have, it also should have another, and even this 
another, and so there being infinite series, no word like would be known, If 
they do not have, then why so, then would they not be good (definition) ? 

m ftr ftft ft 

3TT^(-?IT)W^II^T%5fq I m ^OT^T^PTT^T^TT 

3ft % cRI ft ? 


If even in the absence of a definition, they are good (definitions), then 
the corrupt words (apabharamsa) like ‘gavf, ‘goni 7 , ‘go-puttalika’ etc would be 
good (corret) even in the absence of a definition.. If (it is argued that) ‘gavf etc 
are not good on account of absence of definition, then the words of the apho¬ 
risms also even on account of absence of it would not be good (correct) 
Moreover, if word be devoid of a definition, what would happen ? - would the 
mouth of the person who utters it be distorted : or would word not convey a 
meaning ? Or would object denoted undergo a change of form, or would the 
object denoted by a corrupt word lose its efficiency for successful action, or 
would there be the rise of inauspiciousness on there being the utterance of 
corrupt word ? 

craft crrag cft^ 

fs?fcn: ww:, h ^ g®*rff: ^gro^ i 

Now if it is urged that the mouth of the speaker would be distorted on 
the utterance of the word ‘gavf (we answer) many speakers are found uttering 
the word ‘gavf respeatedly, and (yet) the distortion of their mouth is not 
found 


wmi: i m 


gftw *gft: ? ^ ifrssJyfdMfri: 
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If it is urged that the word ‘gavf would not convey a meaning, that is not 
proper Cognisers (speakers) o ften cany on their conversation with the help of 
the word ‘gavf It may be urged, “In the case of those who apprehend the mean¬ 
ing of ‘go’, after hearing the word ‘gavf, there arises memory in respect of the 
word ‘go’, and it (the word ‘go’) conveys the meaning ‘cow’ etc.” (Answer) That 
is not proper. How could there be memory pertaining to it in the case of 
‘mlecchas’, etc, in the absence of the knowledge of correct words ? (And) in its 
absence there would not be the apprehension of the meaning ‘cow’.. 

I ifr^; 7 TT^T^T 

HlPdcj^ Titfqrr^ | aw ^ ^ 3 

*‘3TO?T®%*JITT^r qi-cjct,: I 

TJUilMlMdl: (I ir 

^ h ^i%[h]osrftrfh i h ^ sft? -qf^hHTRfq 

If it is urged that the object would undergo a change of form, that is not 
proper; the form of ‘go’ (cow) is not seen to recede from what is expressed by 
the word ‘gavf, If it is urged that the efficiency for successful action would be 
lost, that is not proper., The capability to carry, yield milk to produce (off¬ 
spring) does not go away from the body ‘cow’ which is denoted by the word 
‘gavf It may be urged - There is the rise of inauspiciousness on the utterance 
of the word ‘gavf, but the expressiveness of a corrupt word is not sublated It 
is said, “Corrupt word is regarded by some as expressive through inference,. 
Expressiveness being the same, there is specificness in respect of merit and 
demerit [-utterance of correct word leads to the rise of merit and that of a 
corrupt word to the rise of demerit]”. That is not proper, due to absence of 
connection with it And there is no means of knowledge grasping the existence 
of (?) (demerit arising from a corrupt word).. Otherwise at that time there 
would be accepted a restrictive injunction’. Do not behave like a mleccha’,. And 
it is not pure; elsewhere conversation, rise charity are seen in the case of 
learned men also, 


All principles being thus upset, all verbal expressions are consistent in as 
much as they are complacement so long as not investigated.. 

# tj tat ^jnjTb ^fdchvMi ■gsn, 

Tnxzret ^ %sfg ^rar f^r i 

ttst ^=r: wfrr m n 

'RT r f'^fc[ ^ tt^° ^TMicrlH cfc3lMkrlij^sftfrf I ^ II 

The rise of much meaning which will attain much fame as ‘Lion in the 
form of upsetting of principles’ has been created by preceptor of gods ‘Sri 
Jayarasibhatta’ - in which faultless piercer of the pride of heretics are verily 
found even those firm dialectical alternatives which did not come within the 
scope of the intellect of the preceptor of gods Herein shine (lit, are victorious), 
The dialectical alternatives of Jayarasi which are proficient in repudiating her¬ 
etics and are nourished by the ocean of knowledge,, 

This booklet of the work ‘Tattvopaplava’ (upsetting of principles) was 
written by Mahaiho Narapala in Dhavalakkaka (Dholka) on Saturday, the elev¬ 
enth day of the dark half of Margaslrsa, in the year sarhvat 1349, Welfare,. 


cT^q^M^^cj 3}f3^iRa<H u n^i: ^ cZfc^rtr I 








